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Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Now I move that the Senate
adjourn.

- Mr. WALSH of Montana. Will the Senator yield for a
notice?

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I withdraw the motion.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I desire to give notice that on
to-morrow at the conclusion of the legislative business of the
day I shall ask the Senate to go into executive session for
the purpose of considering the nomination of Mr. Kpight.

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I renew my motion that the
Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 25 minutes
p. m,) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday, April
10, 1924, at 12 o’clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WepNespay, April 9, 192}

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev, James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer: y

With lowly reverence we seek Thee, our Father in heaven;
to Thee we would consecrate all human affection. Thou hast
taught us this; we have learned it from what Thou art. In our
problems, in our doubts, in our fears, in our difficulties, help us,
O Lord. May we discern the spiritual meaning in all ¢common
things. Receive us as though we have done well instead of ill
all the days of our lives. Heal the sore in heart. With divine
tenderness bind up that which is broken. Rekindle the fires of
hope and courage in all afllicted lives. May they rest in quiet-
ness and confidence, knowing that Thou wilt never disappoint
or turn away the least of Thy children. Through Jesus Christ
our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterdany was read and ap-
proved. 7
.~ LAW ENFORCEMENT

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to address the House for one minute.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani-
mous consent to address the House for one minute. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the
House, on the 8th of February the Federal prohibition commis-

_ sioner wrote to Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler, president of Colum-
bia University, asking him to express his opinion on the prob-
lem of reestablishing the majesty of law as it refers to the
eighteenth amendment and the laws enacted subsequent thereto.

On the 15th of February the President of Columbia Uni-
versity replied to this request of the Federal prohibition com-
missioner, and I think his reply, coming as it does from one of
the greatest constitutional authorities and students of the Con-
stitution in the country, will be of interest to the House. I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend my remarks, and espe-
cially by including in the rest of my remarks this letter from
Doctor Butler.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the manner indicated.
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

The letter referred to follows:

OBEDIENCE TO LAW VERSUS ENFORCEMENT OF ONE LAW

FEBRUARY 15, 1924,
Mr. R. A. HAYNES,
Federal Prohibition Commissioner,
Bureaw of Internal Revenue, Treasury Department,
Washington, D. O,

My Drar CoanirssioNer: T have the honor to acknowledge the re-
ceipt of your letter of February 8, and to express the satisfaction which
I have bhad in discussing with your very efficient representative the
nation-wide conditions as to law and lawlessness that have followed
upon the ratification of the eighteenth amendment and upon the
enactment of legislation pursuant thereto.

You are kind enough to ask me to express my opinion “on the
problem of reestablishing the majesty of law as it refers to the eight-
eenth amendment and the laws enacted subsequent thereto.”

In reply I ean not do better than to quote the following para-
graph from a short address which I made on January 3 last to a
group of newly mnaturalized ecitizens, in the United States district
court, Brooklyn, N. Y.:

* Resolve to know and to obey the law, If there be unwise
or unjust laws, it is in the power of the American people to
change them in orderly fashion. You are not yourselvea the
Judge of what is the law; no one of us is that, The law js
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established by our legislatures—local, State, and National—and
it is declared and interpreted to us by the courts.” Any atiempf,
or a share in any attempt, knowingly to violate the law or
forcibly to attack or overturn the institutions on which our
country is based is a erime of the first magnitude. Shut your
ears to those who would inwite you to any such undertaking."

On the general subject of law and lawlessness I can best refer
you to a full statement of my views, as made in an address before
the Ohio State Bar Association at Columbus, Ohio, on January 286,
1923. A copy of this address, reprinted from the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp of February 24, 1923, is inclosed herewith.

Bpeaking in the city of New York on January 17, 1924, T used
these words:

“A lawless people will sooner or later become a barbarous
people. Civilization ean only rest upon obedience to law, and
only those laws will be genuinely and permanently obeyed which
by their own force and reasonableness make appeal to our intel-
ligence and our conscience.”

Permit me to add that my observation convinces me that no small
part of the present ery for law enforcement is insincere and is
widely recognized as such. It not infrequently means the enforce-
ment of some one particular phase of the law in disregard or in con-
tempt of other and far more vital phases of that same law,

Has your attention been called to a dispatch from Portland, Oreg.,
printed in morning newspapers of January 27, 1924, in which the
Governor of Oregon, speaking hefore the District Attorneys' Associa-
tion of that State, after declaring that a man's home is no longer
his castle and his sanctuary, is reported to have sald:

“ We claim the right to go into any place in the BState at
any time as secret agents and discover, if possible, law viola-
tions.”

This shameless declaration of lawless intent and purpose on the
part of the governor of an American State, particularly when
speaking to a body of men who themselves hold a semijudicial posi-
tion, reveals far more clearly than any words of yours or mine can
possibly do how widespread and how dangerous is the contempt for
law among our people, The Governor of Oregon, if correctly reported,
invited a return to the law of the jungle. He need not be sur-
prised if his forcible violations of law are resisted with force by
free men.

From the standpoint of the citizen our law Is a unit. When I urge
obedience to law I mean obedlence to the whole body of Ameri-
fean law, constitutional and statutory. 1 mean the first, the
fourth, the fifth, the sixth, the tenth, the fourteenth, and
the fifteenth amendments, as well as the eighteenth, If by
any chance provisions of existing law are In conflict with each
other, then the intelligent and upright citizen will choose to obey
that provision of the law, fundamental or statutory, which is the
more Iimportant and more vitally associated with the development
and protection of what we know as Anglo-Saxon liberty. To select
one provision of law for emphatie enforcement at huge cost in deroga-
tion of all other provisions of law is itself in spirit a lawless act,
and thereby offers new Incentive to that lawlessness which the genu-
inely moral and Intellizent elements of our citizenship are striving
by all possible means to check.

With appreciation of the opportunity you have given me fto state
my opinion on this vitally important matter, which is rapidly under-
mining the foundations of both our private and our public morals,
1 am,

Very truly yours,

NICHOLAS MURRAY BUTLER.

Mr, HILL of Maryland. Here is the letter from the Federal
prohibition commissioner to which Doctor Butler replied :

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, BURBAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
OFFICE OF FEDERAL PROHIBITION COMMISSIONER,
Washington, February 8, 192},
Dr. NicHoLAs MURRAY BUTLER,
President Columbia University,
New York City, N, Y.

Deir Doctor BUTLER: Federal agencies under my direction are mak-
ing a survey of our leading institutions and leaders of social thought
to ascertaln the exact status of men and institutions toward the
problem of law enforcement from without, and law observance from
within, our foremost institutions.

I appreciate the aid you so courteously extended my representatives
and I want you to knmow that every assistance given by you to the
prohibition unit as a law-enforcing agency is of great value.

May I ask you to express your opinlon to-day on the problem of
reestablishing the majesty of law as it refers to the eighteenth amend-
ment and the laws enacted subsequent thereto?

Very truly yours,
R. A, HAYXES, Prohibition Commigsioner.

I agree with what Doctor Butler says, “ To select one provi-
sion of law for emphatic enforcement at huge cost in derogation -
of all other provisions of law is itself in spirit a lawless act,”
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The Federal prohibition eommissioner admits that there is a
necessity for “reestablishing the majesty of the law.” If the
Volstead Act has disestablished the whole of the American
“majesty of the law,” what should sensible: and pafriotic
Americans do? Personally, I prefer the whole majestic fabric
of Federal law to that one poor patch thereon which is-called
the Volstead Aet. [Applause.]

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL

Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Envolled Bills
reported that this day they had presented to the President of
the United States for his approval the following bills:

H. R. 2812. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to sell certain lands not longer needed for the Rapid City Indian
Sehool ;

H. R. 6043. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
village of Port Chester, N. Y., and the town of Greenwich, Conn.,
or either of them, to construct, maintain, and operate a dam
across the Byram River;

H. R. 4117. An act authorizing an appropriation for the cen-
straction of a road within the Fort Apache Indian Reservation,
Ariz,, and for other purposes;

H. R. 2877. An act providing for the reservation of certain
lands in New Mexico for the Indians of the Zia Pueble;

H. R.6724. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
connties of Sibley and Seotl, Minn., to construct a bridge across
the Minnesota River;

H. R. 6483. An act amending an act entitled “An act for the
division of the lands and funds of the Osage Indians in Okla-
hema, and for other purposes,” approved June 28, 1006, and acts
amendatory thereof and supplemental thereto;

H. R. 4803. An act to anthorize the sale of lands and plants
not longer needed for Indian administrative or allotment pur-

pms )
H. R. 4804. An act to authorize the allotment of certain lands
within the Fort Yoma Indian Reservation, Calif., and for cther

purposes ;
H. R. 472. An act to autherize the deposit of certain funds in

the Treasury of the United States fo the credit of Navajo Tribe

of Indians and fo make same available for appropriation for the
benefit of :said Indians;

H. R. 2883. An act to validate certain allotments of land made
to Indians on the Lae Courte Oreille Indian Reservation in Wis-

H. . 593. An act authorizing the issuance of service medals
to officers and enlisted men of the two brigades of Texas Cavalry
organized under authority frem the War Department under
date of December 8 1917, and authorizing an appropriation
therefor, and further authorizing the wearing by such officers
and enlisted men on eecasions of ceremony of the uniform law-
fully prescribed to be worn by them during their service;

H. R. 2876. An act to provide for the payment of claims of
Chippewa Indians of Minnesota for back annuities;

H. R. 3682, An act authorizing the censtruction, reconstruc-
tion, and improvement of roads and trails, inclusive of necessary
bridges, in the national parks and monuments under the juris-
diction of the Department of the Interior; and

H. R. 4439. An act to amend section 71 of the Judicial Code,
as amended.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. BARKLEY. JMr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
on the first day after the completion of the immigration bill
I may have one hour to address the House immediately after
the reading of the Journal, provided that would not throw it on
next Monday, which is District day.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani-
mous consent that the first day after the completion of the
immigration bill, except on Monday, District day, he may ad-
dress the House for one hour after the reading of the Journal.
Is there ohjection?

Mr. BEGG, Mr, Speaker, reserving the right to object, on
what subject?

Mr, BARKLEY. I desire to discuss transportation.

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman quit when he has had an
hour, or ask for another half hour?

Mr. BARKLEY. I will try to quit at the end of the hour,
but if I lack 5 or 10 minutes I would not want the gentleman
to object.

Mr. BEGG. T would like to have it understood.

Mr. BARKLEY. I think an hour is all I will want.

Mr., WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
let me ask the gentleman if that request is for time after we
finish the immigration bill?

Mr, BARELEY, Yes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. McCLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanl-
mous consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing
a brief letter from a prominent farmer in my district ex-
pressing his convictions on farm-relief legislation. I think
there is some valuable information in the letter.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unani-
mous ‘consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the man-
ner indicated. Is there objection?

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, we can not under-
stand what is going on over here,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent
to extend his remarks in the Rrcorp by publishing a letter
from one of his constituents relative to farm-relief legislation.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr, Speaker, I simply want to call
to the attention of Mr. Beca and others, who are in charge
here, that if yom are going to permit the publishing of all the
letters we receive on the question of farm relief, the Recorp
is going to be rather large.

Mr. BEGG. Mr, Speaker, if the gentleman from Texas will
permit, I think it is his responsibility as much as the responsi-
bility of the gentleman from Ohio to protect the Rxcorp, and
personally I do not belleve we ought to publish all of these
letters, but if the gentleman from Texas wants to let it go,
I shall not object.

Mr. UNDERHILI.. Mr, Speaker, T object.

PROTECTION OF THE FISHERIES OF ALASKA

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, Mr, Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the further consideration of the
bill (H. It 8143) for the protection of the fisheries of Alaska,
and for other purposes,

The motion wus agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of H. IR, 8143, with Mr. MapEs in the chair.

The Clerk reported the title of the bill.

Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Chairman, T would Itke to ask the chair-
man of the committee how much time we have left?

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. There has only been 13
minutes used on this side. If you want to use any time on
that side, I will give you the opportunity now.

Mr. LAZARO. I have promised 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Rhode Island [Mr. O'CoxXXELL].

Mr. DAVIS of Tenmessee. Mr. Chairman, will you advise
us as to the status of the time under the control of the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. Lazago]? y

The CHAIRMAN. The timekeeper is looking it up mnow,
My recollection is the gentleman from Louisiana has used 13
minutes.

AMr. LAZARO. That is correct. I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. O'CoxsELL].

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Mr. Chairman and gen-
tlemen of the committee, there should be ne objection to the
passage of legislation such as is proposed by the bill under
consideration. It seems to me that we have delayed legislation
of this sort unduly. A bill such as is here proposed has been
before this Congress for a number of years. A bill of similar
import was on the calendar for a long period of time last
year but was never taken up for vote. We are now confronted
with a most serious problem so far as the Alaskan fisheries
are concerned. This bill relates to the preservation of the
salmon industry in Alaska.

The Members of the House are probably well aware that the
Atlantic seaboard used to be a place where salmon abounded,
but to-day, with the exception of the Penobscot River in Maine,
there is probably no place on the Atlantic coast where there
are salmon in any gquantity. That is due to the fact that they
have been taken without restraint, without regard to the
future, and without any adequate law for the preservation of
the salmon. TUnless something drastic is done immediately we
are going to have the same situation on the Pacifie coast and in
Alaskan Territorial waters.

The act of June 26, 1906, is the operative act to-day, so far
as the Alaskan fisheries are concerned, and under that act the
Secretary of Commerce is given certain limited authority over
the waters of Alagka. In 1910 an act was passed which ratified
the action of President Roosevelt and President Taft in with-
drawing certain lands of Alaska from the salmon fisheries,
possibly about a third of the entire area, and under the present
act the Secretary of Commerce has only a limited jurisdietion.
The present law applies only- to fishing in the streams and
rivers of Alaska and within the area 500 yards ontside their
mouths, TUnder the present bill it is proposed to extend that
authority to the 8-mile limit of the Territorial waters in Alagka.




1924 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

2965

It seems to me that such jurisdiction should be speedily con-
ferred upon the Secretary of Commerce,

Alaska was purchased from Russia in 1867 and at that time
the fisheries were established only in a small way. The sal-
mon-canning industry did not begin in Alaska until 1878, but
it has greatly increased in importance until in the year 1918,
which was the peak year, 138 canneries packed over 6,000,000
cases of salmon, valued at about $50,000,000. In 1922 there
were about 72,000,000 individual salmon caught in the Terri-
tory of Alaska. » i

Many of you gentlemen know that these salmon start thelr
life eycle at the headwaters of some lake or stream and remain
in fresh water for a period of-time—perhaps six months, or it
may be a year and a half, and there have been cases known
where the length of time has been as much as four years—then
they go out into the open ocean and live there until it is time
for them to come back and spawn, and they spawn always in
the fresh water. When these salmon come back, when they
return to what is known as the parent stream, they usunally
divide into pairs, one male and one female. They come back
almost to the identieal spot where they were hatched.

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. I will

Mr. WATKINS. The committee report states that there has
been a marked decrease in the run of salmon and their almost
complete extinction. Will the gentleman give us some infor-
mation as to the reproduction and propagation of that species?

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. I shall be glad to give
that information to the distinguished gentleman from Oregon,
who lives In that part of the country where there are so many
salmon, and who possibly may be an expert on this particular
matter. The female salmon lays from two to three thousand
egas aplece; as they come back into the stream they seek some
spot where the waters are somewhat quiet, preferring shallow,
gravelly bottoms; the female salmon emits a spurt of eggs,
which are covered up in the gravel or sand by both the male
and the female, using their tails, bodies, and fins for this pur-
pose. Another spurt of eggs is then emitted by the female,
which continues depositing different layers of eggs, covering
them up as soon as deposited with gravel. Usually these eggs
are deposited all in one particular place, but it sometimes hap-
pens that they go on to some other place near at hand and
deposit the balance of the eggs. These eggs as laid are fer-
tilized by the male. As soon as the eggs have been deposited
the work of the salmon is done, their life cycle is completed,
and, with the exception possibly of one species of salmon, both
male and female die after the eggs have been deposited. Now,
in Alaskan waters there are four different species of salmon.
The humpback has a life cycle of two years. The silver sal-
mon has a life cycle of three years. The chum salmon has a
life cyele of four years. The red salmon, which is sometimes
known as the sock-eye salmon, is considered as one of the most
valuable salmons for sale purposes, although those who know
something about the edible qualities of salmon say the other
varieties of salmon are just as good eating; the red salmon may
live for a period of about five years. As I have stated, when
they come back and deposit their eggs the work of the salmon
is done, their life cycle is completed, and in response to the
inexorable laws of nature they yield up their lives,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Rhode
Island has expired.

[Mr, O'Cosnerr of Rhode Island had leave to extend his
remarks.]

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
minutes to the Delegate from Alaska [Mr. SUTHERLARD].

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment
here which I shall offer at the proper time, and I ask unani-
mous consent that it be read now for information.

The CHAIRMAN. Withont objection, the Clerk will read.

There was no objection, and the Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SurHERLAND: At the end of section 3,
on page 4, line 20, after the word *appliance,” add: * That it shall
be unlawful to drive, construct, set, or fish with any fixed or floating
trap, weir, or pound net in any bay, inlet, or estnary in Alaska the
width of whieh at its entrance is 3 miles or less, or within any chan-
nel or passage conneeting larger bodies of water where the width
of said channe] or passage is 3 miles or less, or within 1 mile of the
entrance to any bay, inlet, or estuary which is 2 miles or less in
wiilth at its entrance, or within 1 mile of the mouth of any stream
into which salmon are accustomed to run.'

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. Chairman, that provision was
written into the bill for the protection of the Alaskan fisheries
which was introduced at the last session. The bill stood on
the calendar for a period of a year. The question of the re-

striction of the use of traps was discussed at considerable
length in the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries,
and I think I am safe in saying that the Bill as reported,
w:hich is now before us, although it does not contain this pro-
vision, still was reported without prejudice to this particular
amendment. In fact, one of the influential members of the
Subcommittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries: proposed
that the matter be taken up with the Bureau of Fisheries to see if
a compromise could not be arrived at in connection with this
much-discussed feature of the fisheries. This provision is rec-
ommended by the people of Alnska, recommended by the Ter-
ritorial legislature by unanimous vote. Before the Alaska
Legislature went into session last spring, the session of 1923,
Secretary Hoover of the Department of Commerce wrote as
follows to the Governor of Alaska:

The department will be glad If you wonld get the conflicting inter-
ests In Alaska lInto agreement upon the form of legislation, and an
agreement that will save the fish will be reported by the department.

On the strength of that letter Governor Bone addressed the
legislature as follows: :

In this connection I am authorized by Secretary Hoover, in the
Department of Commerce, to state that the department will welcome s
measure prepared in Juneau for the protection of the fisheries of
Alaska and safeguarding the interests of the Territory and' the rights
of all Alaskans, but fair to those having their money Invested in the
fishing industry, If the legislature will prepare such a measure, I can
promise you the support of Secretary Hoover and the administration.

The Territorial legislature passed a comprehensive bill for
submission to Congress, of which this provision was ona of the
essenfial features. The same provision is indorsed by the
grand jury, sitfing at Ketchikan, Alaska, where the salmon in-
dustry is pursuped most intensely, that grand jury being com-
posed in part of cannery men. Their recommendation was
that the stationary trap be, taken out of the small bays and
estuaries in Alaska. The native population of Alaska to a
man have indorsed this measure, In fact, every fisherman,
every cannery man, every resident of Alaska, other than those
who happen to have traps within the meuths of streams, have
indorsed this measure.

Mr. HERSEY. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes

Mr. HERSEY. There is a great difference in the guality of
salmon, is there not?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. . Yes

Mr. HERSEY. Those coming from the cold waters of the
north are the best. I might instance the Penobscot River in
my own State of Maine, which probably has the best salmon in
the world, the next being the Alaska salmon.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. HERSEY. And. this bill is to protect the best salmon in
the world from extinetion?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. That is the purpose.

Mr. HERSEY. While there is plenty of poor salmon, there
is little of good salmon.

AMr. SUTHERLAND. The salmon in Alaska are generally
very good. It is nsually said that the best fish in the world are
in the cold northern waters, and generally t_at is true. How-
ever, I have in mind that the Chinook salmon of the Columbia
River has always been considered the finest salmon in the
world. A little further north is the Frazier River, and that
has always contained the very high quality of sockeye salmon.
The trade dees not hold that the northern Alaska salmon is as
good in quality as the southern salmon of the Columbia Rliver,

Mr, McKEOWN. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes. :

Mr, McKEOWN. Will the gentleman be good enough to make
plain to the House the effect of the difference between  his
amendment and the present bill without it, so that we may
understand? Briefly, this amendment would eliminate those
traps that are within the mouths of rivers and in the estuaries
of Alaska. I made a very careful estimsate of the number that
would be removed, taking the licensed traps of the year 1920,
and taking charfts of Alaska and marking off the lecation of
every trap, and I concluded that 29 per ecent of the licensed
traps would be removed. The Bureau of Fisheries holds thut
approximately 50 per cent would be removed. I am not enter-
ing into any controversy as to the percentage of removal,
although I consider that I gave the matter more attention than
did the bureau.

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. HUDSPETH. I see that the gentleman has a very re-
strictive bill here. In my judgment it would protect the sal-
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mon in Alaska, but I ask the gentleman if they have a sufficient
number of fish wardens there?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. We have not,

Mr. HUDSPETH. Then how are you going to enforce the
law?

Mr., SUTHERLAND. We will enforce it the same as we
have in the past, to the best we can with the limited number
of fish wardens. I am hoping that they may be increased.

Mr. HUDSPETH. Has the gentleman asked that the number
be increased?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes, and the Bureau of Fisheries has
also asked for an increase in the appropriations,

Mr. BLANTON. But the inquiry that my colleague makes
is a very pertinent one, because this is the legislative bill which
would authorize the Committee on Appropriations to give a
sufficient number. Unless by proper amendment it is put into
this legislative bill you will not get them from the Committee
on Appropriations. I think the suggestion made by my col-
league ought to be carried out if you need more men and
ought to he put into this bill.

Mr. HUDSPETH. That is the thonght that oceurred to me.
This is a good bill if you have the machinery to carry it out.

My, SUTHERLAND. Mr. Chairman, the salmon of the
Alaskan waters at the time of spawning moves from the ocean
into the Inlets, rivers, and lakes of the Territory.

The movement through the sounds and along the ocean shore
is governed to a large extent by the set of currents, and
wherever the current in ifts movement strikes a jetting head-
land and maybe shoal water underneath, eddiez are formed and
in these eddies the salmon congregate possibly for rest, possibly
for food, which may also be concentrated. Now, for centurles
the native of Alaska and later the white man has drifted his
net through these eddies followed in rotation by his neighbors.
The man with a seine has cast his seine into the eddies and
pursed them up; moved out of the eddy by the foree of the
tide, and his neighbor occupying the same place for a few
minutes will have opportunity for the setting of the seine.
Every man enjoyved equal opportunity in the fisheries because
of the exercise of the common right of fisheries and then
selfishiness and avariciousness came into the fisheries and men
determined these eddies should be their exclusive property, and
accordingly they put out from the shore great barricades and
stukes and covered them with twine and monopolized the eddies
and the man with the net and seine was driven out of his
rights so far as the fisheries there were concerned. Now, in
regard to the movement of the fish that the Representative
from Rhode Island called to your attention. The fish, as I say,
move in toward a strean and move in a body, Presumably they
are hound for what is known as the parent stream. The parent
stream theory applies to the Atlantic coasgt, just exactly as it
does on the Alaskan and Pacific coasts. The shad and alewines
certainly return by instinct of nature to the place where they
were spawned. It has always been assumed that the little
galmon when they leave the spawning grounds -in the spring
come to the ocean in schools, that is a school of the parent
stream was by itself in the ocean. The Bureau of Fisheries
within the past two years has made an experiment and demon-
strated that this is not a fact. They have taken salmon from
the ocean, placed an aluminum tag on them and then liberated
them and these salmon were found in dozens of different
streams all over the territory, proving that although they are
in a body or school when they enter the parent strenm, they
mingle as a great body of salmon in the Pacific ocean during
the vears in which they come to maturity.

When the salmon are in front of the estuary which is their
home or parent stream they separate from the main body of
fish and join their own fellows in that particular stream and
there the trap-fishing system gets in its deadly work. I have
stood for hours on the top of a trap and watched the opera-
tion of the automatic catching of fish, The salmon come and
follow up the lead to an aperture which enters the heart, where
they are captured, and almost invariably they move away and
then return, and the entire school follows the leader or maybe
several leaders. They hesitate abont entering that little aper-
ture and finally one fish will pass in and then another and then
the entire school will follow, It is just the same instinct that
you will observe in domesticated animals. Have you ever seen
a herd of cattle, sheep, or other domestic cattle that wish to get
into another inclosure? Now, we will say that they have
breached a fence, made a hole in a fence to get into another in-
closure. You will find after the lead animal passes through
every other animal to the last one follows, and the work of the
automatie trap is fishing is identically the same in the capture
of fish as in the movement of animals from one inclosure to the
other, But in the smaller streams and estuaries——

Mr, UNDERHILI. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUTHERLAND, Let me finish this and then T will
vield, In the smaller streams and estuaries when the fish are
congregated in one body moving toward the parent stream if
by accident they come in contact with a trap lead and the
lead fish enters the trap it is more than probable that the en-
tire supply of that stream to the last fish Is taken, and there-
fore a great many of the smaller streams in Alnska are barren
of fish, and any number of men in Alaska will tell you by the
method of the trap the entire supply is exterminated.

Mr. UNDERHILL. Can these entrances to the trap be
fully closed by the owner of the trap?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Yes; fhey can be easily closed and
easily opened, of course.

Mr. UNDERHILL. Has any effort been made or sugges-
tions been made that these entrances shall be closed on alter-
native days of the salmon run—that ig, allowing at least 50
per cent of the salmon to go up in that one day—when it is
closed the salmon can make the run, and the next day the trap
may be opened?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Bureau of Fisheries have the
power to compel them to do that, They have what is called a
closed Sunday, closing from Saturday night until Monday
morning, .

Mr. UNDERHILL. That plan has been successful In other
fisheries where they allow alternative days for catching fish
and then allow the run to proceed on the other days.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The closed season is recognized as one
of the best means of propagating fish and permitting them to
get to the spawning ground. 3

Mr. WHITE of Maine. In order to emphasize this to the
gentleman from Massachusetts, this bill not only regulates but
determines and fixes the closed season when the fish shall not
be taken, and also permits the extension of the closed time at
the discretion of the regulatory body.

AMlr. CRISP. Does the gentleman favor the abolition of gill
nets?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. A gill net does not operate in clear
water. The seine is not nearly so destructive as the trap.
Therefore, I do not ask for the abolition of seines.

Now, I want to speak particularly of the destructiveness of
the trap, and I want to confine myself entirely to the testi-
mony of the representatives of the Department of Commerce
and the Treasury and also the authorities on fishery. I do
not want to come here and tell you about the destructiveness
from my own observation, but to take the opinions of disimter-
ested scientific men who have made those observations in Alaska,
and I want to speak of one particular trap section of the Terri-
tory which happens to be reported in the records of the de-
partment, It applies, however, to about all the frap sections
of Alaska. In the years 1897, 1808, and 1899 Mr. Howard M.
Kutchin was a representative of the Treasury Department in
an investization of the Alaska fisheries. He was a very ener-
getic man, and made quite elaborate reports on the sltuation
exisfing at that time, and I want to read to you his report on
Chignik Buay, a point fo which I wish to call your particular
attention. He says:

THE CHIGNIK TRATS

In my reports of 1897-08 T set forth at length and with consideralle
emphasis what I deemed the grossly unlawful practices of the companies
engaged in taking salmon at Chignik Bay. The law for the protection
of the salmon fisheries of Alaska provides that there shall not be em-
ployed * fixed or stationary obstructions in the rivers or streams.” The
situation at this point in thls respect could not be more completely in
disregard of this provision in letter and spirit, while in elfect it
conflicts with every precautionary measure caleulated {o preserve freo
ingress of salmon to the spawning grounds,

Upon the strength of my representation of these facts 1 was in-
structed by the department to lay the matter before the United States
district attorney for Alaska for action by him looking to the enforce-
ment of the law, and I did so in the followlng communieation :

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF BPECIAL AGENT,
Washington, D. 0., March 2, 1889,

SIk: 1 am lnstructed by the honorable Secretary of the Treasury
to put you in possession of such facts, names, and other specilica-
tions as I possess In relation to violations of the law for the pro-
tection of the salmon fisheries of Alaska, especially with refercnce
to the condltions at Chignik.

At that fishery extensive * traps ” have been in use by the pack-
ing companies, contrary, as I believe and bave reported, to the
letter and spirit of the act referred to.

The firms engaged in this unlawfnl method of taking salmon at
Chignik are the Alaska Packers' Association, George Plath, super-
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intendent ; the Pacific Steam Whallng Co., George Lanshurg, super-
intendent ; Hume Brothers & Hume, Joseph Hume, superintendent.

There has been ne attempt to disguise or deny the fact that
“traps ™ have been in mse by all these companies for several years,
aml I assume there will be no disavowal of the allegation to that
effect. Therefore it is probable that there will be no contest as to
the guestion of faet.

The home offices of the several companies named are in San Fran-
clsco, as follows: Pacific Steam Whaling Co., B. L. Griffith, man-
ager, No, 30 California Street; Alaska Packers’ Assoclation, W, B.
Bradford, secretary, No. 130 Market Street; Ilume Bros. & Hume,
Joseph Hume, president, No. 6 Stewart Street.

It is the purpose of the department to rigidly enforece this par-
ticolar clause of the law in relation to Chignik, and it is therefore
desirable that the parties named shall have early notice from you
that proceedings to secure a constroction of the act in question
have been institated.

FFor any further particulars desired please address me at No.
4112 West Belle Place, 8t. Louis, Mo,

Respectfolly yours,
Howirp M. KuTCHIN, Special Agent,

Advices were later received from the distriet attorney that he had
proceeded in the premises, 1 do not understand that the case has as yet
reached the court, nor am I able to report what is the present status
of the proeceedings. 8o far gs results are concerned, they are nil

Upon my visit to Chignik this seasen T found the situation as bad
gs ever. With Captain Kilgore, of the revemue cutter Perry, a com-
plete survey of the *“lagoon™ and river was made, with the result that
there was no guestion between us as to the utter impossibility of any
considersble number of fish running the gantlet of the obstructions
and reaching the spawning gronnds in the lake at the head of the river.
The captain took a camera with bim, at my request, in order that there
might be secured something more incomtrovertible than werbal descrin-
tion of the situation. Herewith will be found a series of views which
most eloquently tell the tale. The first shows the * leaders " of a trap,
extending practically from shore to shore, with the immense “pot™ in
the foreground.

The next shows the overlapping leaders of two traps, which but for an_

oblique passageway between them {seemingly abeut 300 feet wide)
wonld completely fence the stream.

There are more than 20 of these traps In the river, covering a dis-
tance of about 5 miles from the bar at the mouth to the narrows.

The following letter from Captain Kilgore, furnished in response to
n request from me for his opimion, shows that he fully agrees with me
a% to the Jawlessness of the existing situation.

Now, I want to read Captain Kilgore's lefter. Captain
Kilgore was captain of the revenue cutter Perry. He says:

U. 8. B. Penex,
Band Point, Popoff Tsland, Alaska, July 26, 1809,

DEag Sie: I have your fauvor of recemt date requesting an expres-
sion I the matter of placing pounds or traps in the waters desig-
nated as “ Chignik Lagoon, Alaska,” Hpydrographic Notes DBulletin
XNo. 88,

In reply, I have to state that on Saturday, July 24, In company
with yourself, 1 visited the cannery of the Alaska Dackers' Associa-
tion at that place and then proceeded up the lagoom to manke am in-
spection of the mode of catching the fish. Proceeding from 5 to 6
miles up the river, or lagoon, I will state that when about halfway
up the pounds and traps were encountered, and for a distance of
about 2 miles it was impossible to see any portion of the wafers that
were not obstructed by the traps or pounds erossing each other. On
proceeding farther up, the same condition of affairs existed, and at
points where I judged the waters to be about three-guarters of a mile
in width fences or * leaders " connected with the peunds or pots were
run from either shore and so closely commected that a passage of only
about 800 feet was left for the passage of boats, and this was possible
only by turning in mearly at right angles, inasmuch as the lines of ob-
sgtronetion interlaced each ether obliquely.

The numercus standing obstructions of fence and pounds im the
waters of the so-called Chignik Lagoon, erected and maintained by the
three fishing companies, viz, the Alaska Packers' Association, the
Pacific Whaling Co., and Hume Erothers & Hume, are, in my opinlon,
a flagrant violatiom of the act of Congress of Jabuary 9, 1898, for
the protection of the salmen fisheries of Alaska.

W. F. Kircone,
Captain, Revenue Cultor Service.
H. M. EvrcHIx, Esq.,
Special Agent Treasury Department.

This is Mr. Kutchin again. He continunes:

In view of all that has been written on this. topic in the past, it is
scarcely reguisite that it should be further enlarged upon at this time.
In my judgment, only the most strained comstruction of law, such as
the defense that these obstructions are not in a *river or stream™

but in a *“lagoon,” can for an Instant furnish even the fimsiest
excuse for the existence of the Chignik situation. It really represents
undisgnised eontempt for the attempt ef the Government to protect
the Alaska salmon fisheries, for the system has been persisted in in
the face of the protest of every official who has ever visited Chignik
Bay, and despite the fact that most of the fishermen privately acknowl-
edge that their metheds viclate the gpirit of the law, I most em-
phatically pronounce the use of these traps an odius exhibition of
Jawlessness and do not hesitate to declare that if the Government is
powerless to suppress the practice, it is equally powerless to enforce
any part of the salmon law and would consult its own dignity by
feregoing any further effort in that direction.

That is the opinion of an investigator, written in 1899. The
same conditions obtain in Chignik Bay to-day almost exactly as
they did at the time he visited them. The traps are placed in
what they are pleased fo call a lagoon. It is a river. The tide
ebbs and flows there, but essentially it is a river.

There are to-day 9 traps in this Iagoon, whereas there were
19 when Mr. Kutchin was there, but the 9 traps catch just as
many fish as the 19 ever caught, and the cannery people dis-
covered that except during the closed season the 19 traps
caught every fish that was swimming, and they also discovered
that they could eatch them just as well with 9 traps as with
19. Accordingly they entered into an agreement whereby each
company would operate three traps, and later on they entered
into an agreement that regardless of the catch all the fish
caught would be divided evenly.

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND, Yes.

Mr. McKEOWN. What effect would the gentleman’s amend-
ment have on False Pass?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It would take out 25 per cent of the
traps in the vicinity of False Pass; at least that is the testi-
mony before the committee,

The gentleman from Washington [Mr. Hanrey] and myself
visited Chignik Lagoon this past summer. We traveled from
Chignik Bay proper up the river and through the lagoon, where
the traps were located. Our boat had to steer a zigzag course.
The traps extended from either side of the lagoon or river, and
when a boat is passing up it must go around the head of one
trap, then to the other side and around the head of another
trap. As a consequence every fish coming into that river is
caunght—or virtnally every fish—during the season that Is un-
closed, or the open season.

Now, one trap which the gentleman from Washington and
myself passed was 6,000 feet in length ; that is, it would extend,
if it were placed on Pennsylvania Avenue, from the Peace
Monument to the Treasury Building, and it would span the
Potomac River twice in the vicinity of the Southern Railroad
Bridge. T tell you that fact in order to call your attention to
this: That those traps in Alaska are not the miniature appli-
ances we see on the Atlantie coast, but they are mammoth fish-
ing econtrivances.

The fish of Chignik Bay have been destroyed. It was one of
the greatest salmon streams in Alaska, if not in the world.
This season 216,000 fish, by actual count, escaped, and about
850,000 were placed in cans, The 216,000 have escaped to
replenish a supply of fish which, under normal conditions, would
be about 5,000,000 or 6,000,000, for that is a very low estimate
of the number of fish that would be found in Chignik Lake
under normal eonditions. That stream is absolutely destroyed.
There has not been a net or seine within 50 miles of Chignik
River for the past 10 years, and, I think, for the past 15 or 20
years. It is strictly a country monopolized by traps. The
traps catch every fish that runs in the open season, and there
is mo room to operate a seine or a gill net.

Now, I want you to have in mind something of the immense
size of the traps to which I have called your attention, driven
with piles. Some of these piles are as long as 120 and 125 feet
and they are driven where the depth of the water is hetween
90 and 100 feet,

I want to read you an affidavit which has reached me =ince
the sessions of the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries. This is an affidavit signed by 18 of the cod fisher-
men of western Alaska. Each and every man is the owner of
a cod-fishing station, and one man is the representative of the
largest cod-fishing concern on the Pacific coast. They sent me
this statement, certified te by a notary public:

We, the undersigned citizens of Alaska, hereby most respectfully
wish to call your attention to the appalling destruction of all kinds of
food fish destroyed by the salmon traps throughout Alaska, We want
to point out the fact that after the salmon season is over the trap
wire is sfill left standing, and anyone that passes these traps can see
hundreds of fish of all kinds hanging in the meshes, Most of us have
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examined the traps at Pavlof Bay, Coal Bay, Marzovia Bay, and the
False Pass, and we have seen silver salmon, trouts, steelheads, halibut,
gilver hakes, and codfish, amd even fur eeal, hair seal, and sea lions,
hanging In the wire web leff standing after the season is over. Now,
taking one salmon trap for example, we will take the trap at Kellys
Rock, located at the southeast point of Unga Island, as being a falr
example of all the rest of the salmon traps, and we, the undersigned,
believe in giving the following figure as a fair estimate of red salmon
destroyed during the season of 1922-23 of about 150,000, And we also
want to point out the fact that this trap, for one, 1s situated right on
one of the best codfish grounds there Is in the whole Shumagin Island
and right in front of the best codfish station to be found anywhere——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. DAVIS of Tennesgee. Mr, Chairman,; I yield the gentle-
man 20 additional minutes,

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for 20 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. SUTHERLAND (reading)—

and owing to this trap being placed across a channel the fishernren now
have to go all of a mile ont of their way to reach their fishing grounds.
The amount of codfish thrown out of this trap during the salmon-can-
ning season is past all estimate; salmon being the best bait for cod,
it follows as a matter of course that millions of codfish will get caught
in these traps, and, as there is neither law nor rule to prevent, the
trap crew will simply pitch the best food fish there is to be found in
any waters overboard and left to rot and pollute the feeding ground
for our best food fish, and one of the most dependable resources that
Alaska has got.

That is signed by these men and certified to. Now, unfor-
tunately that trap would not be removed under this amend-
ment. It is one of the most destructive traps in Alaska, but
it is located outside of bays and estuaries and not within a
mile of any stream, as provided in the amendment,

Mr. WATKINS., Will the gentleman yield?

My, SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. WATKINS. If the gentleman's amendment is carried,
would it not have this effect: Would it not jeopardize and prac-

teally destroy the millions of dollars invested in Alaska: and, |

second, would it not incrense the cost of packing canned sal-

mon, which will naturally appear in the cost to the consumer? :

I wish the gentleman would discuss that point.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. No, sir; it will not increase the cost !

of salmon, but it will uphold human rights as against money
rights. All that has been discussed in this question has been
that of dollars. They came before the committee and said those
traps represented a value of £20,000,000; yet the book accounts
of the Federal Trade Commission, us shown in their report in
1917, indicate that the entire trap industry on the Pacific
coast is valued at only $3,000,000.

Mr. RAKER. WIill the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUTHERLAND, Yes,

Mr. RAKER. I have been receiving a lot of telegrams in
regard to this bill—for instance, from the Bristol Bay Pack-
ing Co., the Alaska Salmon Packing Co., the Griffin Durney Co.,
and the Northern Pacific Trading & Packing Co. Why are
they so opposed to your amendment?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Because they probably have a trap or
two in one of the streams.

Mr. RAKER. Would the taking out of the trap, so the fish
could be properly cared for, really seriously diminish the proper
business that ought to be done there in fisheries?

Mr., SUTHERLAND. Certainly not. It does not destroy
their right to fish. They still exercise the right of fishing with
the same gear that the neighborhood uses. They are not
affected in any way except that this exclusive privilege is de-
nied them and they are placed on the same basis as the other
canneries.

Mr. LINTHICUM. If the gentleman will yleld, T will say
to the genileman in regard to the expression he used that it is
a question between the money interests and the public in-
terests; that same thing prevails in my State of Maryland in
reference to the fisherles, to the great depletion and almost the
entire elimination of the food fish.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes, sir; and the opposition to re-
strictive measures bas always come from these investments,

Mr. SUMMERS® of Washington. Can the gentleman assure
us that his amendment gives everybody a square deal in Alaskan
waters?

Mr., SUTHERLAND. Yes; there is no question about that.

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. 1 yield.

Mr. BLANTON, The gentleman, I am sure, does not favor
monopolies,

Mr. SUTHERLAND, Not at all.

Mr. BLANTON. I would like to be assured by the gentle-
man that any American who wants to can become a fisherman
there without joining some particular designated union; is
that the case?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I wish I had the time to dwell on that.

Mr. BLANTON, That is one of the main objections to the
gentleman’s bill, if there I8 any objection.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The fact is that the seine fisherman
has never yet been controlled by a union. He probably never
will be. The seine fisherman of Alaska is an Indian in almost
every case, and he is not connected with unions.

Mr. BLANTON, And there is no attempt to make them join
a union in order to be a fisherman?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Not at all.

Mr, MACLAFFERTY. Will the gentleman yield?

My, SUTHERLAND. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from
California.

Mr. MAacLAFFERTY. Does the gentleman from Alaska claim
that the canneries that are in Alaska to-day could be operated
without the use of devices of this kind for catching fish?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes; absolutely. There is no question
about that. The canneries in California operate without them,
and why not in Alaska?

Mr. MacLAFFERTY., What would be the plan adopted? I
might say that the canneries in California are very few com-
pared with those in Alaska.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The canning of tuna fish has become a
very large industry in California.

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. Bat I am talking about salmon. Could
the canneries in Alaska to-day be operated without the use of
devices of this kind, and, if they could, what devices would be
used for keeping them supplied with fish?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The seine and gill nets.

My, MacLAFFERTY. Purse seining?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Purse seining.

Mr. MACLAFFERTY. Is the gentleman in favor of purse
seining?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Where it can not be eliminated.

Mr. MACLAFFERTY., Does the gentleman think that purse
seining is as harmful to the fish as the use of traps?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. They are not nearly so harmful as
traps. I will read the testimony of scientists on that question,
and you do net have to take my opinion on that.

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. 1 wish the gentleman would describe
the method used in purse seining,

Mr. RANKIN. Before the gentleman reads that testimony,
I would like to ask him @ question.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I yield to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi.

Mr. RANKIN., A day or two ago, in a colloguy between the
gentleman from Washington [Mr. Haprey] and myself, Le
stated, if I remember correctly, that the waters in southern
Alaska—and I suppose that means around Ketchikan and St.
Petersburg and that locality——

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes. %

Mr, RANKIN, Is clear, and therefore gill nets can not bhe

used.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Gill nets can not be operated to ad-
vantage in clear water,

Mr. RANKIN. And the gentleman said that If these traps
were taken out they would have no way then of citching these
fish except by these purse seines, which some of them contend
are more destructive than the traps.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. No; that contention is not borne out
by the testimony. I would do away with purse seining if I
could, but I realize it is an impossibility to cateh the re-
quired amount of fish unless you have either the trap or the
seine, and the seine is the preferable appliance.

Mr. RANKIN. But, as I understand you, it is a fact that
gill nets can not be used successfully in southern Alaska where
the salmon are most plentiful?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. No. Of course there are some streams
that are more or less turbid where they use gill nets, but
usually those streams are very clear and gill nets are not
practicable,

I now want to read you, from the American authority on
traps, David Starr Jordan, formerly of Leland Stanford Uni-
versity. Doctor Jordan was the head of a commission ap-
pointed by President Roosevelt for the investigation of the
Alaskan fisheries, and this is what he says regarding traps:

The problem of the nse of traps in the large streams and their estu-
aries is a most difficult one. If we are to consider the ultimate inter-
ests of Alaska and the permanence of her salmon fisheries, no trap
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shounld be allowed anywhere. They are most harmful where most suc-
ceasful, especially in the following streams., (From page 29, Report of
Special Commission, 1903, Jordan and Everman.)

The recent history in this district (Bristol Bay) has shown a con-
stant movement out of the estuaries into the upper rivers, nearer and
nearer to the immediate spawning grounds of the salmon, (Page 23,
Jordan and Everman.)

I helieve also that fixed traps or pounds ought to be eliminated from
Alsskan waters. They involve the automatic destruction of more fish
than the rivers can stand. As a first step toward a larger end I should
favor the removal of the fixed trap from the Nushagak, which is the
largest of the Bristol Bay rivers. (From Doctor Jordan's lettes to Sec-
retary of Commerce Strauss, December 9, 1007.)

This is from Doctor Jordan's letter to Mr. I, N. Hylen, of
San Franciseo, dated October 23, 1907, which is much more
recent :

I am to ke in San Francisco on Saturday forenoon, say from 10 or
11 until 12 o'clock. I will take pleasure in ealling on you at 93
Stewart Street. As I have repeatedly said, 1 believe that the inter-
ests of the fisheries demand the removal of all stationary traps and
pounds.

L] L} - " - L L]

It is evident to anyone acqoainted with the conditlons in Bristol
Bay that the operalion of traps is in no wise essential to the profitable
continuanee of the industry.

That is from Dr. David Starr Jordan, T will say in answer
fo the gentleman from California.

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. I will say to the gentleman that he
does not answer it entirely to my satisfaction, although I may
be wrong, and probably am. y

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Doctor Jordan says, © The operation of
traps s in no wise essential to the profitable continnance of the
industry.” I would say to the gentleman that that is as clear
as [ could possibly express it.

Mr. MacLAFFERTY, I would say to the gentleman that
Doctor Jordan does not pretend to be a business man, although
he is a good executive.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. No; the men who want the fraps put in
the streams are business men. Doctor Jordan takes the view
of the scientists that they should be removed from the streams,

Mr. MACLAFFERTY. Yes.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I am giving the opinion of practical
men myself as to their removal.

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. T yield.

Mr, WHITE of Maine. Without regard to this amendment,
which the gentleman is offering, it is true, is it not, that the
bill specifically prohibits fishing by any means in streams?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Obh, yes; within the streams up to a
certain point, but not within the estuaries or the hays,

Mr. BARBOUR. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes,

Mr. BARBOUR. If the gentleman’s amendment is adopted,
it will mean the placing of these traps further out from the
mouth of the streams?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes; out in the ocean.

Mr. BARBOUR. Just how far out?

"Mr., SUTHERLAND. It provides they shall be 3 miles out-
side of any 3-mile bay or estuary.

Mr., MACLAFFERTY. In other words, that would make It
inoperative, would it not—to be 3 miles out?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. No. Most of the traps are out there
now. I will bring that to your attention In a moment.

Mr. BARBOUR. Will the gentleman yleld for a further
question? " If you place your traps 3 miles out in the ocean
and you have purse seining all around it in that open space, is
it not going to reduce the number of fish or deplete the supply
of fish just as much as though you had the traps across the
stream there?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. No; because the fish are not concen-
trated until they get into the estuary.

Now I want to read an extract from the veport of Jefferson
I". Moser, commander, of the United States Navy, in command
of the U. 8. 8. Albaiross, investigating fisheries in Alaska. He
says:

Traps used extensively in the Bristol Bay district are a subject for
criticism throughout Alaska. They are expensive to build and main-
fain but have many advantages to the canner. The great benefit of a
trap Is not ouly that it fishes both day and night, but if tHe run is
heavy for a few days and the cannery fully supplied by the gill netters
the fish in the trap can be held for a time until the catch of the gill
netters is glack. These advantages have frequently led the trapmen

beyond the limits of the law, and the time has come when the use of
trapg must be regulated and the law enforced, or else they must be
abolished, :

Having in mind now the whole of Alaska, it i3 my opinion that if
this be not done it will work a great injury to the fisheries.

Fish are plentiful this year, and the gill netters were able to supply
most of the fish used. It was sald on this account that traps took more
fish than were wanted, and that they were frequently opened to lef the
fmpounded fish escape. This statement may be true, but there never
was a cat that held a mouse with more tenacity than a cannery man
holds a salmon, and it is doubted if a salmon of choice species is ever
allowed to escape as long as it is fit to put inside of a tin can.

Traps cateh not only all the salmon wanted, but all other species of
salmon and other fish not wanted. Practically all fish taken in the
fraps except redfish are waste, and until one gees the tons ot this
waste product one can not realize the magnitude of this glant octopus
that grasps everything in its tentacles. (From pp. 180, 181, 182.)

My opinion of traps has Leen expressed and the waste from them
referred to, but as a further illustration of this trap waste a single
occurrence related to me may be given: A lighter having a capacity
of 45 tons, and naving nearly that amount of fish aboard was towed
to a canuery, where the species desired for canning, amounting to about
G tons, was removed, and the rest, consisting of cod, tomcod, hatibut,.
flounders, sculping, dog salmon, trout, etc., were wagte. (From p. 218.)

I also read this from John MeNabb, inspector of fisheries
for British Columbia, in a letter dated December 18, 1804 :

Why do the laws prohibit fishing for salmon with traps and wheels?
Because they are so destructive to young or immature fish, and also
to varieties of fish which are valuable but are not to any great extent
utilized by the canncries or salmon fishermen, and are thus a very de-
structive agency,

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND, T will

Mr. McKEOWN., I would like to have the gentleman ex-
plain the difference between the purse seine and the traps.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Captain Moser says that the fishing
by traps is continuous day and night, silently, and it fishes to
the bottom. The portable seine can only fish on the surface of
the water, The silent trap has not alarmed the fish. You
can not operate a seine, you can not dip the oars in the water;
the sound of a propeller and the motion of the boat serves to
alarm the fish, and they disappear. There is always an vppor-
tunity to escape with the portable fishing gear. :

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I will yield to the gentleman from
Georgia.

Mr. CRISP. 1 know that there must be some conservation
thrown around these fisheries, and the gentleman is an expert,
I want to ask him what attitude the Department of Commerce
has toward his proposed amendment?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The Department of Commerce thinks
the regulatory power ought to be left entirely in its discretion.

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I will

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Is it not true that under the power
given the Secretary of Commerce by the bill in all cases where
they think it proper to do so they can prohibit the use of traps?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Yes; but, judging from past experience,
they never will. With this, all they will have to do is to make
the line to which seine fishing is to be conducted.

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I will yield.

Mr. McKEOWN. Is it not a faet that purse seines operated
by motor boats are nearly as destructive to the fish as traps?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Oh, not nearly so. I have had expe-
rience in that, and I know all about it. With the portable fish-
ing gear the fish are easily alarmed. There was an expert be-
fore the committee last year who stated that in the entire 24
hours the seine would operate 55 minutes—that is, in fishing.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I yield.

Mr. RAKER. The gentleman’s amendment was in the bill
that was reported last year by the committee? ©

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman tell the committee why the
committee reported it last year and did not report it this year?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I believe the committee wanted to get
the bill on the calendar at this time. They were in a hurry, and
therefore they did not go into the discussion of it. I do not
think the subcommittee did, and 1 do not think the entire com-
mittee discussed it after the hearings. There was no considera-
tion of it in executive session to my knowledge.
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Mr. RAKER. I ean not quife get the gentleman's point of
view. What had the getting of the bill on the Calendar to do
with leaving out that which the gentleman stated was reported
favorably the year before?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I reserved the right to amend when it
was reported as did the gentleman from California [Mr. Frre].

Mr., DAVIS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield?

AMr. SUTHERLAND. I will

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I will suggest that there was
practically: a unanimous agreement in the committee on all
the other provisions of the bill which goes beyond the present
law, but there was a controversy over this, and they agreed to
report the bill out and then the gentleman could offer his
amendment on the floor. ’

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Now, let me read another extract
from David IRI. Jordan's report wherein he recommends this
legislation at that time. He says:

No trap or pound net, floating or fixed, should be permitted within
1 mile of the mouth of any stream less than 500 feet wide, flowing
from a lake or having a lake tributary to it. The head of each
gtream of this class the Burean of Fisheries shall mark In some con-
spleuous way the polnt above which fishing with the net shall not be
allowed. Untll so marked no fishing shall be permitted within 100
yards of the polnt of discharge of such a stream at mean low water,

The point involved there is that you never find the red salmon
spawning in any place but in a lake. The pink salmon and
other fish go into lake streams and any stream that runs into
the ocean.

Mr. OQ'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. T will

Mr, O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. The amendment pro-
posed by the gentleman is intended to be & further restriction
than that provided by the bill?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It is a further restriction—that is,
it does the work by legislation that the Bureau of Fisheries
ought to do, and that, I believe, they know they ought to do.

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Is it not a fact that if
this provision is made mandatory rather than left to the dis-
cretion of the department, these traps farther out can still
catch a large number of salmon, but their catch will he from
fish which inhabit or which are on their way to different
streams, whereas, if they are closer to the mouths of the streams
the catch is limited altogether to the fish which are going to a
particular stream, and which wiil exhanst the fish in that
stream, and there will then have to be artifieial methods of
restocking used.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. RAKER. I understand now from the gentleman's
statement, verified by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr,
Davis], that as a matter of fact the gentleman’s amendment was
not voted down in the committee,

Mr. SUTHERLAND. It was not.

Mr. RAKER. It is now before the Committee of the Whole
to act npon it and use its judgment as to what should be done?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes I did not urge its adoption by
the committee. If I were bringing something new in fishery
law before the House I might have some difficulty in defending
this measure, but this method has been adopted, I think, by
virtually every country in the world. Most of the fishing coun-
tries eliminated the traps altogether, and all of the great fishing
counfries of the world dispensed with the trap entirely, Many
of the States have seen fit to keep these appliances out a dis-
tance, approximately the distance that I would have applied in
this provision. 1 read now from the law of the State of
Virginia, section 3173, of the Code of Virginia:

It shall be unlawful to set or fish any pound net within the York
River, above a line drawn from Clay Bank, in the County of Gloucester,
to a point directly opposite on the other side of the river.

The distance there at that point is about 3 miles. The
estu of the York River extends about 17 miles beyond onto
where Tresh water commences. The law goes on—

Poguosin River, Black River, Chickahominy River, Elizabeth River,
or Nansemond River, or any of the tributaries thereof, or in the
James River above a straight line drawn from Blunt Point In War-
wick County, to the mouth of Smithfield Creek, in Isle of Wight
County.

The estnary of the James River continues for almost a
hundred miles beyond that point up to Richmond, and where
the line is drawn, the distance is about 4 miles across.

I read now from the law of British Columbia. I have a
letter from the minister of fisheries of British Columbia, and
in it he says;

There are no exclusive rights granted by the Government of Canada
for the PBritish Columbia fisheries. The policy of the department
wias changed commencing with the year 1920 and at the present time
no one is entitled to privileges which are not extended to all resident
white British subjects or Canadian Indians, Even in the case of
traps, which are limited to the waters contiguous to those of the
State of Washington on the south and Alaska on the north, the
privilege is pot an exclusive one, but any resident white British sub-
Jeet would be granted a license if he felt that he had found a site
Jjustifying operations In the waters mentioned, Between the northern
and soutbern boundaries of the Province, however, no salmon traps
are permitted to anyone,

There is a distance of G600 miles. and on the south and the
north boundaries they are permitted the use of traps simply in
reprisal against our people. They say that we destroyed the
fisheries of the Frazier River by trap fisheries, and they made
overtures repeatedly to the government of the State of Wash-
ington to cease that method of fishing, but it kept up until the
fish were entirely destroyed.

Let me read now from the law of California. California
eliminated traps:

Every person who shall set, use, or continue, or who shall assist in
getting, using, or continning any pound, welr, sct-net, trap, or any
other fixed or permanent contrivanee for catching fish in the waters of
this State, is guilty of a misdemeanor.

That is the law of the State of California. That law was
reenacted into the constitution of the States which guarantee
the common right of fisheries, But I shall go beyond the law of
California. I appeal now to section 33 of the Magna Charta.

In the time of King John traps were a nuisance in the
estuaries of England, just as they are to-day in Alaska, and
it became necessary for the barons to demand the removal of
these traps from the Thames and the Medway Rivers and from
all England, except on the seacoast. All you have to do is to
take a chart of the coast of England, to know that they drove
the traps much farther seaward than this amendment would
provide,

The people of Alaska are asking Congress to reenact section
33 of Magna Charta for the maintenance of fishing rights, and
in so doing they are not asking very much of Congress.
[Applause.]

Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Briees].

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Ie there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman and genflemen of the com-
mittee, this bill is one of the most important pieces of legislia-
tion which I fhink the Congress is to consider. It deals with
a great industry in Alaska, that great Territory of 590,000
square miles acquired by the United States from Russia in
1867 at the purchase price of 37,200,000, It deals with the
greatest salmon fisheries perhaps in the world, salmon fish-
eries that last year alone produced salmon of the value of over
$36,000,000, which was five times the amount paid to Russia
for the whole Territory, with its vast mineral and other
wealth. The United States has therefore gotten back so many
times the purchase price of Alaska through the fisheries alone,
and the salmon fisheries supply so many people of our Nation,
including Alaska, with food that it is well worth while that
this Congress consider a proper conservation measure for those
fisheries.

Now, the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
have for several years been endeavoring to bring out legisla-
tion or proposed legislation which would be acceptable to the
Congress and which eould be enacied into law so that these
fisheries might be conserved. The very packers themselves,
the canners there, realize that unless something iz done, and
done soon, there will no longer be any salmon caunght in
Alaska. The figures which have been submitted indicate that
the depletion going on now is, perhaps, from 35 fo 50 per cent
in the last 10 years.

The Commissioner of Fisheries testified at the hearings on
this bill that—

Alaska was purchased from Russia in 1867, and at that time the
fisherles were established only in o small way. Toqlay they form
the most important natural resouvee of the Territory.,  The great
value of this industry has been it= undoing, for the vigor with which




CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

5971

fishing has been proseculed has resolted not only In its serious de-
cline but in some instances in its practical annihilation.

The first canning operations begin in Alaska in 1878, at which time
only 8,159 cases were packed. The peak year was reached in 1918,
when 138 cannerles packed over 6,000,000 cases, valued at more than
£50,000,000,

It is not necessary to preseut an extended array of figures to
demonstrate that the salmon runs of Alaska have already suffered
severe impairment, We are safe in saying that not a single fishing
district is now capable of producing even approximately the number
of salmon it formerly furnished. Certain ddistriets are so seriously
menaced that it wonld be wise to close them for a term of years until
inereased spawning had reestablished the rung. - All of those who
have entered ‘he controversy concerning a wise and efficient method
of administeing the salmon fisheries of Alaska are & unit in con-
tending that depletion has already occurred and that utter destruc-
tion of the industry will follow if remedial measures are not promptly
taken. The zalmon packers are always among the Jast to acknowledge
that overfishing {8 having its inevitable result, but, as regards Alaska,
they also have joined the ranks of those who agree that immediate
action 1s imperative,

As cxamples of distriets which have suffered severely from over-
fishing, we may instance the following:

1. Cook Inlet: The average annual pack of salmon for the five
yenrs, 1914 to 1918, was over 180,000 cases. The average pack in
the sneceeding five years, 1919 to 1923, was only 103,000 cases. This
showing is made all the mord striking when it is considered that the
number of canneries operating during the last period of five years
had incrensed from an average of five to an average of seven.

2, Copper River: The average catch in the Copper River distriet
for the four years 1918 to 1919 was 989,000 salmon. In the following
four years the average had dropped to 497,000 salmon, or to slightly
more than half the average for the previous four years.

8. Karluk River: Since 1882 this river has been recognized as one
of the most prolific red salmon streams in Alagka. It is still a valuable
producer, bhut gives unmristakable evidence of failure to yield in recent
years the salmon harvest of which it is capable,

For the 20 years from 1888 to 1907 there was an average annual
vield of 186,000 cases of red salmon. For the last 16 years, 1908 to
1023, the average annual yield fell to 91,000 cases of red salmon.
One-half the walue of this river has been lost through too Intensive
fishing, and should be restored by measures which will increase the
spiawning reserve.

4. Southeast Alagka, north of Frederick Bound: This district has
iniversilly been recognized as witnessing depletion in the last few
venrs, The average pack for the six years from 1914 to 1919 was
934,000k eases, and for the following four years, 1920 to 1923, 550,000
euses.  Puring the same two perlods the average packs of red salmon
Hr this distrlet were 106,000 and 70,000 cases. This exhaustion of
fhe salmon sopply has rendered nearly valuelezss a number of large
canneries

It is obhvions from the foregoing statements fhat the salmon fisheries
of Alaska arve serlously menaced and require immediate protection if
they are fo be saved from destruction.

Thiz matter, therefore, is something that is very imperative,
something that demands attention so urgently that the late
President of the United States took it upon himself to issne
Executive orders extending the jurisdiction of the Department
of C‘ommerce and the Bureau of Fisheries over the Territorial
waters of Alnska and bringing such waters under conservation
control. You gentlemen may not know it, but under the exist-
ing law the only power the Department of Commerce has over
Alaskan fisheries extends only 500 yards beyond the mouth of
the streams of Alaska. Except in one or two instances salmon
are not being eaught in any of the streams of Alaska. They
have bheen fished out, with the exception perhaps of the Ugashik
and Karluk Rivers.

The fish are in the bays and inlets that extend from 50 miles
to a hundred miles inland from the coast line of Alaska, and it
is there the fish are taken. The Department of Commerce in
regulating the taking of fish has been practically impotent until
recently, when the BExecutive orders were issued. The Execu-
tive orders are, in my opinion, of questionable validity. They
can not be effectively enforced, because no penalties are pro-
vided for their violation, as the Department of Commerce has
testificd ; and unless you gentlemen enact some legislation, and
enact it mighty soon, there will be no salmon in Alaska to
regulate,

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, BRIGGS. Certainly.

Mr. BLANTON. I am for the gentleman's bill, but does the
gentleman think there is any necessity whatever of passing the
Sutherland amendment?

Mr. BRIGGS. I will say this in relation to the Sutherland
amendment: If there is one thing that will prevent legisiation

" on this subject, it is the question of whether trap fishing be

abolished or not. It has been a point of controversy of the
greatest difficulty and has been the cause of the greatest trouble
in arriving at a solution of the conservation problem. It is
quite true that the committee in the last Congress reported a
measure here which practically eliminated all trap fishing; but
it is also true that the bill, after it was reported to this Con-
gress, never saw the light of day because the opposition to it
was so strong. In my opinion, that is the reason it died upon
the calendar in this House.

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Is it not true in that connection that
when that bill was reported last year with a prohibition against
traps there was a minority report by quite a substantial num-
ber of members of the committee?

Mr. BRIGGS. Absolutely. : :

Mr, WHITE of Maine. Because of the inelusion of the trap
prohibition? ‘

Mr. BRIGGS. I will say I think it was due to that fact
alone that we got no legislation on this subject, though I
favored such trap prohibition.

Mr, BLANTON. There is no question in the world but what
the Sutherland amendment will prevent many Americans from
fishing, and it will permit only a limited few——

Mr. BRIGGS. I will say in reference to trap fishing that it
is my personal opinion trap fishing is a very detrimental form
of fishing; and the testimony also elicited that purse-seine
fishing is also subject in Alagkan waters to serious criticlsm
and is regarded by many as very detrimental, too. In fact, one
of the witnesses from Alaska at the hearings on the former
bill testified there really ought to be, in his opinion, absolute
conservation, but that there would be an extermination of the
natives of Alaska if fishing was not allowed in some form,

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BRIGGS. I will. .

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Is it not frank to say that except
for opposition of the great canners and packers there would
have been legislation long ago for the purpose of conserving
the fisheries of Alaska?

Mrs BRIGGS. Well, T am disposed to believe that. The
canners have come before the committee time after time, ex-
cept a few who have a pack of about 100,000 cases, and advo-
cated a bill for the regulation of the conservation of these
fisheries; but they also consistently advocated the use of traps
and claimed a possessory right in the trap fishing in Alaska,
They claim no title against the Government. They say they
do not insist they have a title, and admit that they are only ex-
ercising a privilege; but they assert the conrts have declared
such privilege is good as against anybody else except the
Government.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. In other words, they blow hot and
cold, and the result is that we have had no effective legislation?

Mr. BRIGGS. The result may be you will be without any
legislation as long as this question is one of such a highly
controversial character as it is, and attempts to suppress it
in this bill may perhaps jeopardize every bit of regulation for.
the conservation of Alaskan fisheries.

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Will the gentleman per-
mit one question?

Mr., BRIGGS. I will yield fo the gentleman on the com-
mittee,

Mr., O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Is it not true in this
same connection that this particular bill recognizes the right
of free fisheries, which is claimed by a great many has been
ahrogated under the law as it is i& now at the present time?

Mr, BRIGGS. Why, undoubtedly. I want to read this to
the Members of the committee. This bill provides that the
Department of Commerce has power In the conservation
measures employed by that department to prohibit fishing in
any zone where it is felt necessary to do so, to regulate the
kind of fishing devlee, traps, gill nets, seines, or anything else,
Not only that, but it provides that wherever it allows limited
fishing in certain areas that that fishing shall be open to
everybody, and that nobody shall have any preference or any
preferred rights therein, This bill says:

Provided, That every such regulation made by the Secretary of
Commerece ghall be of general application within the particular area
to which it dpplies, and that no exclusive or several right of fishery

‘ghall be granted therein, nor shall any citizen of the United States

be denied the right to take, prepare, cure, or preserve fish or shellfish in

‘any area of the waters of Alaska where fishing is permitted by the

Becretary of Commerce,
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Mr. WATKINS. Has the gentleman time enough to yield to
me for a question? :

Mr. BRIGGS. I have not the time, bat I will yield.

Mr. WATKINS. In view of the fact that the different con-
ditions up there would naturally require varying and different
treatment, would it not be better to leave this matter in the
hands of the department as they want it left? -

Mr. BRIGGS. That is where the bill leaves it now.

Mr. WATKINS, But the Sutherland amendment takes it out?

Mr. BRIGGS. Yes. The Sutherland amendment follows
the plan of the old bill. If this measure gets into the eontro-
‘versial stage that it has been in in the last few years yon
may not have any remedial legislation at this session of

I want to refer just a moment here to some of the fignres
that the Bureau of Fisheries submit, showing how many fish

have been caught by various devices from 1917 to 1922, cover-
ing the last 15 years. I read;

Caich of salmon in Alaska from 1807 to 1922

Year Belnes Gill nots Traps Lines -Bpears Dip nets Wheels Totai

1007 15,312, 032 11, 098, 948 B, 446, 950 24, 134 20,
J908 - 15,287,851 | 17,830,661 | 10,110,478 62, 002 4, 27 % ﬁ g
1800 - 0,633,061 | 16,080,717 | 7,920,824 142, 606 15,400 34, 602, 603
1010 12, 268, 168 084, 8,046, 215 210, 823 70,000 83, 679, 254
1811 20, 497, 232 10, 747,814 | 12, 466, 538 211, 309 62,482 43, 975, 873
1912 18,370,658 | 22,424,571 19,071,158 213,011 654 00, 933, 045
1013 18,287,666 | 21,049, 19,219, 939 370, 276 1,550 86, 200 50, 915, 123
1914 14,806,901 | 22,469,678 | 16,902, 538 322, 60, 000 B4, 651, 015
1815 18, 631, 725 17,480, 138 26, 018, 165 304, 852 163, 364 63, 537, 244
1916 95,725,808 | 21,620,517 | 23,982 614 582, 317 144,715 72, 055, 971
1817 20,381,879 | 26,310,785 | 38,001, 640 726, 182 89, 600 92, 800, 495
1618 20,080,747 | 28,213,025 | 41,725 805 731, 091 220,078 577,042 | 101, 454, 688
1018 21,298,933 | 11,001,062 | 4, 640,507 1,008, 730 108, 691 28, 662 58, 172, 665
1929 17, 367, 48 12, 753, 790 84, 414, 664 411, 220 133, 217 40 65, 080, 639
1621 . 6, 967, 214 17, 764,111 12,322,287 783, 138 66, G641 2, 200 87, 805, 501
we 16, 531, 054 25, 614, 402 2,527,729 675, 525 A 21, 600 72,370, 400

Total 260, 453,472 | 207,448,842 | 332, 658, 432 6,777,004 164, 086 1,103, 846 629,201 | 920,236,383

The bill before you shonld be promptly enacted into law.
The people not only of Alaska but the American people gener-
ally are vitally interested in the preservation of the great
Alaskan salmon fisheries, for if they are destroyed one of the
finest of fish foods and one greatly depended upon by almost
every household in the land will forever disappear.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr, Chalrman, how does
the time stand?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
Lazaro] has used 1 hour and the gentleman from Maussa-
chusetts 46 minutes. The genileman from Massachusefts has
14 minutes remaining.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington [Mr. Haprey] 14 minutes.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Washington is recog-
nized for 14 minutes.

Mr. HADLEY., Mr. Chairman, I regret that the time is so
limited that I shall not have opportunity to enter upon a full
diseussion of this very involved and comprehensive subject,
such a discussion as I would like to indulge in. But I am so
vitally interested, as a citizen and as a Member of the House,
in some effective legislation for the protection and preservation
of the Alaska fisheries that I take the opportunity to make a
brief statement, such as the time will permit. Perhaps in view
of the fact that I shall not be able to discuss all the facts,
I should in a way qualify in the first instance and then state
conclusions, because that is all I can do in this brief time.

T served four years as a member of the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries during my early service here,
and I know the difficulties they have had to contend with in
arriving at a concurrent agreement among their membership
on this subject; and I am glad that they have been able to
reach such a conclusion as gives promise of legislation in the
form they have expressed in the bill

For 30 years or more I have known the salmon’s life and the
salmon industry on the Pacific coast. I have observed it per-
sonally along various sections of the coast. I knew that this
was a very important piece of legisiation which would be eon-
sidered at this session, and I took advantage of the oppor-
tonity last year to supplement such information as I had for-
merly gleaned upon the subject by making a trip to Alaska, to
which the Delegate from Alaska [Mr. SurHERLAND] made refer-
ence a few moments ago in his speech, although T made a very
mueh broader tour of the fishing grounds of Alaska than would
be embraced in the sections to which he refers. I visited prae-
tically every important fishing district in Alaska and looked
over the operations both in the water and on shore.

I inspected every type of gear and fishing appliance, fixed
or floating, then in use. I examined the shore stations and the
management. I talked with the people of Alaska, the little
interests and the big interests alike, with all classes with
whom we came in contact, and we made it our business to come

in contact with them. We went up fishing streams and spawn-
ing streams. We took a small boat and went up the streams,
and then with rubber boots we waded up the shallower por-
tions of the stream and through the brush, following the sal-
mon on their returning course to the place of their birth, there
to spawn and die.

I went to the Bristol Bay fisheries in the first instance, and
returning by Unalaska, following up the southwestern coast
of the Alaska Peninsula, stopped all along the line of the
fishing centers, both npon the peninsula and the islands,
through central Alaska into southeastern Alaska,

I make this statement merely for the purpose of indieating
that I have some personal knowledge of the situation as it
exists now on the ground, and having that information in
mind, I wish to state that I unqualifiedly approve of the basic
policy of this bill; that policy expressed particularly in the
first section, which econtemplates reposing in the Department of
Commerce the absolute diseretion and control of the fisheries
of Alaska, under which authority they will be able to set aside
and reserve fishing areas, under which they will define the type
of gear, and under which they may permit seine fishing or
gill-net fishing or trap fishing, all classes of fishing, or they
may limit it, or they may exclude one type or the other., They
may control the size of the catch and direct what steps shall
be taken to promote the perpetuity of the source of supply,
and to conserve this great Alaskan industry not only as an
industry for Alaska but for the whole country. &

But when you undertake to withdraw that power which the
bill lodges in the Secretary of Commerce with respect to some
classes of fishing and not as to all and to legislate directly
upon methods of fishing, as proposed by the gentleman from
Alaska [Mr. SurTHERLAND], you will go far toward perpetuating
the intolerable situation which now exists, and very far toward
perpetuating the depletion of the source of the supply.

I can not now undertake to discuss the relative merits of
gear, of traps, or seines, to any considerable extent; but it has
been dwelt upon by the gentleman from Alaska and is being
furthered in the form of his discriminatory and confiscatory
amendment. I am very stoutly opposed to that amendment,
I regret that the gentleman has seen fit, in the exercise of his
responsibility—with which I find no fault, except to question
its wisdom—to introduce this very econtroversial factor into
the consideration of a bill which promises a happy solution of
this sitnation.

What the bill does is to provide that every citizen, operating
whatever class of gear he may or will, is invited into the fish-
ing areas where fishing is permitted by the Secretary of Com-
merce.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HADLEY. Yes.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Does the gentleman contend that any
citizen can fish with a trap?

Mr. HADLEY. I am making a general statement.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. That statement is very general
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Mr. HADLEY. Any citizen who has the facilities and has
the capital may do so, but the citizen who operates a seine
must also have a considerable investment to do that.

It has been stated by members of the committee-—and those
who have read the bearings must know—that it is a highly con-
troversial question as to which is the most destructive method
of fishing, whether by trap or by seine. The gentleman from
Alaska has explained the method of fishing by traps, but he has
said very little about the seine method. Briefly, it is this:
They take a high-powered boat and a small fish boat and they
have a seine, which they utilize by spreading it in front of
the school of fish; they go out and find the fish wherever they
are. The seine may be in length 600 feet, 800 feet, 1,200 feet,
or 1,800 feet; the seines are of varying lengths. They drop
the seine into the water and they purse it—hence the name,
because it is like a great purse—from end to end and bring
it together, and thus incarcerate the fish.

I went upon a boat in one part of the Alaskan trip and
inspected that method specifically, although I was familiar with
it on Puget Sound.

I remember when the depletion began and when the destruc-
tion of that great industry on Puget Sound reached its peak.
It was not until the high-powered motor boat, with its purse-
seine equipment, showed up at the entrance to the Strait of
Fuca. There were many of them, and they multiplied and mul-
tiplied. They followed the schools of fish as they came into
the sound, on around the shores and bays and up to the mouth
of the Fraser River, They swept the fish out of the sea; they
scattered and destroyed the schools, and the result was that
our fishing industry was practically gone.

I do not wish to be understood as saying that the traps did
not help to destroy the industry in places which were over-
fished, but I do say that it is discrimipatory and unjust to
destroy traps and perpetuate seines by law, and that under a
bill such as this—which reposes in a responsible department
of this great Government the power and responsibility to regu-
late and control, to cut down, to permit, and to prevent here
and there the classes of fishing which in its judgment ought
to be so regulated and controlled, having reference to the
source of supply—we have the best and most feasible arrange-
ment which ean be made, and that this will assure an intelli-
gent exercise of administrative authority which can not be
realized by legislating blindly, :

This Congress can not enter in a matter of this character
upon legislation in detail. If I had the time to point out the
picture I have in mind as to the varying conditions as they
exist in Alaska, variable from year to year as they are, and
varying as between separate districts in each and every year
also, it would be perfectly apparent that it is useless, that it
would be discriminatory, and would be destructive of the very
end we have In view to undertake to provide such specific
statutory remedies except by that general blanket authority
and policy which under the terms of this bill is declared by
Congress,

What this amendment would do would be to permit all classes
of gear to fish in a given place, except one, and the one, too,
;.Ipond which shore activities are in many cases largely pred-
cated.

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HADLEY. Yes.

Mr. McKEOWN. I ask the gentleman whether the use of a
purse seine, with a high-powered motor boat, is not just as
destrut;tive in catching fish as any other gear they use in the
wiaters

Mr. HADLEY. That is a matter of debate and about which
there is a difference of opinion; but in my judgment purse
seines are more destructive than fishing by traps, and trap
fisliing, furthermore, is the most sanitary, most efficient, most
economical, and the least difficult to control and supervise,

You can regulate a trap, but you can not follow these high-
powered boats with the little coterie of men they have in Alaska
to regulate and control them. They had only 25 men, I think,
in all southeastern Alaska last year to control this industry in
that section of the Territory. In my judgment there should
have been at least 75, and it would have been far better if they
had had 100. In some cases I know of two watehmen who were
engaged to watch two or three streams miles apart. I have
seen fhese seine fishermen come in close proximity to the 500-
yard limit, under the existing law, and follow the fish in where
traps did not exist and where the fish were racing in their last
escape to their harbor of refuge; but there they were met by
these seines and were caught.

Mr, LEA of California. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HADLEY, Yes.

Mr. LEA of California. Is it not substantially true that,
regardless of what method is used to catch the fish, their pres-
ervation must depend on law enforcement?

Mr, HADLEY. That Is very true.

Mr, LEA of California. And is not the real question here
whether or not we shall adopt the most efficient method of fish-
ing or yield to the rights of the fishermen engaged in the
industry?

Mr. HADLEY. We should perpetuate all means of fishing
so that those who have their investments and their rights, what-
ever they may be, can exercise them as contemplated by this
bill, but controlled and regulated by the department, so that we
shall have a guaranty for the future that the source of supply
will be perpetuated and the industry will continue.

I regret, gentlemen, that I can not pursue this discussion.
My heart is very much set upon the protection of this industry.
No man here is more sincere in that than I, not even the Dele-
gate from Alaska, for I have in mind the interests of those
people whom he represents.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.
All time has expired, and the Clerk will read the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, ele., That for the purpose of protecting and conserving
the fisheries of the United States in all waters of Alaska, the Secretary
of Commerce from time to time may set apart and reserve flshing areas
in any of the waters of Alaska over which the United States has juris-
diction, and within such areas may establish closed seasons during
which fishing may be limited or prohibited as he may prescribe. Under
this authority to limit fishing in any area so set apart and reserved
the Secretary may (a) fix the size and character of nets, boats, traps,
or other gear and appliances to be used therein; (b) limit the catch
of fish to be taken from any area; (¢) make such regulations as to
time, means, methods, and extent of fishing as he may deem advisable,
From and after the creation of any such fishing area and during the
time’ fishing is prohibited therein it shall be unlawful to fish therein
or to operate therein any boat, seine, trap, or other gear or apparatus
for the purpose of taking fish; and from and after the creation of any
such fishing area in which limited fishing is permitted such fishing
shall be carried on only during the time, In the manner, to the extent,
and in conformity with such rules and regulations as the Secretary
prescribes under the authority herein given: Provided, That every
such regulation made by the Secretary of Commerce shall be of general
application within the particular area to which it applies, and that no
exclusive or several right of fishery shall be granted therein, nor shall
any citizen of the United States be denled the right to take, prepare,
cure, or preserve fish or shellfish in any area of the waters of Alaska
where flshing is permitted by the Secretary of Commerce. The right
berein given to establish fishing areas and to permit limited fishing
therein shall not apply to any creek, stream, river, or other bodies of
water in which fishing §s prohibited by specific provislons of this act;
Lut the Secretary of Commerce, through the creatlon of such areas and
the establishment of closed seasons, may further extend the restric-
tions and limitations fmposed upon fishing by specific provisions of this
or any other act of Congress.

Mr. McKEOWN, Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, on
page 2, line 17, and I ask that the word “or ” be inserted in the
amendment which I send to the desk.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr. McEKrowx: Page 2, line 17, after the words
“United States,” Insert the words “ who employs American cltizens.”

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, this bill, of course, is not
any one man’'s bill, and we are all trying to get the bill through
because it is legislation that is needed, and I do not want to im-
pede it, but it occurred to me that this amendment ought to be
inserted for this reason. Just a few days ago Pathé&'s Weekly
News carried a pleture of the fishermen going out of San Fran-
cisco on their way to the Alaskan waters with a great number
of foreign laborers employed in the fishing business,

This bill has not only the purpose of protecting the fish In
Alaska but is also to encourage our American citizens who are
in Alaska to make a living for themselves and give them a
means of livelihood, whereas these fishing companies come in
there with irresponsible employees and not only destroy the fish
but are taking more than their allowance, and have no consid-
eration for the law and violate it with impunity, and the pur-
pose of this amendment is to prohibit, as far as we can, that
kind of a condition.

Mr. LEHLBACH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McCKEOWN. I yield.

Mr. LEHLBACH. Would the gentleman prohibit the em-
ployment of Alaskan Indians?

SR Al e e KIS SV
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Mr. McKEOWN. This does not prohibit the employment of
Alaskan Indians, because they are citizens of the United States,
in the sense they are within the borders of the United States.

Mr., LEHLBACH. No; they are not citizens of the United
States,

Mr. McKEOWN. They are not citizens in the sense that they
exercise the right of franchise, but they are citizens within the
meaning of this language.

Mr. LEHLBACH. 1 differ with the gentleman.

Mr. LEA of California. Is there any reason that would pre-
vent the employment of aliens in the fishing industry that would
not also apply to all other industries?

Mr. McKEOWN. The particular reason I am offering this
amendment is because the records show they have such an utter
disregard for the law and for all regulations up in Alaska that
our fishermen who live along the shores and are trying to make
a living are being crowded and starved out.

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKEOWN. I yield to the gentleman with pleasure.

Mr. WHITE of Maine, Have we not a number of treaties
which now prohibit the very thing youn now propose? Have
we not auy number of treaties which provide, in substance and
in effect, that we shall not deny to the alien rights of this sort
which are enjoyed by our nationals?

Mr. McKEOWN. I will say to the gentleman that this
amendment does not violate any treaty, because the language
of the bill says “ nor shall any citizen of the United States be
denied the right to take" and so forth. I am not saying any-
thing about aliens. I am saying “ if he employs American labor
he shall not be denied the right to take™ and so forth.,

Mr. BARBOUR. Under the gentleman's amendment could
an American go out alone and fish or would he have to hire
somebody ?

Mr. McKEOWN.
cans to fish for lnm

Mr. BARBOUR. As I understood the amendment this right
would be denied to him unless he did employ American labor.

Mr. McKEOWN. No; the amendment is that any citizen of
the United States or who employs American citizens.

Mr. BARBOUR. I did not hear the word * or.”

Mr. McKEOWN. I called attention to that at the time I
offered the amendment and I want to amend it in that way and
1 ask unanimous consent that the amendment be so modified.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks
unanimous consent to modify his amendment in the manner
indicated. Is there objection? [After a pause]. The Chair
liears none.

Mr. HADLEY. Has the gentleman considered the fact that
the natives and the Indians of Alaska who desire employment
have such employment now, and they furnish but a very small
percentage of the total supply that is necessary to operate the
shore properties and in the absence of thé additional neces-
sary labor they would have to limit their operations so that
they would have no place to sell the fish.

Mr. McKEOWN. No; I do not intend to do that at all
You are dealing here wlth the rights of American citizens and
1 do not propose that we shall give Americans the right to let
them go out here and hire people who have no regard at all
for our laws, who have no regard for conserving the fish in
Alaska, and that is the purpose of this bill—to conserve the
fish of Alaska.

Mr, FREE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKEOWN. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FREE. Does not the gentleman believe it is contrary
to the Constitution of the United States? We have a much
worse problem on the Pacific coast in reference to the Japanese
fishermen, and yet we have not been able to control them. I
believe this would controvert our own Constitution, which
assures every person within our country certain rights.

Mr., McKEOWN. How could it be unconstitutional?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla-
homa has expired.

Mr. McKEOWN,
five minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks
unanimous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none,

Mr., McKEOWN. How could it be unconstitutional when
Fou are simply saying here that no diserimination shall be
nade against any citizen of the United States? Why does
that conflict with the present rights of the citizens of Alaska,
the Indians, or whoever lives there? 1 am simply adding the
words “ or who employ American labor.” T want to call your
attention to that propoesition. It does not violate any constitu-
ticnal provision because the language of the bill, if you gen-

; he eould fish or he eould hire Ameri-

Mr, Chairman, I ask for an additional

tlemen will observe, is dealing with the rights of the American
citizens,. We are saying that their rights shall not be im-
paired. Whose rights? A citizen of the United States. That
is what the bill says.

I do not want the fishing people from some other country to
come into the waters of Alaska under the mere guise that the
man af the head of the operation is a citizen of the United
States. I want to force these people to recognize the rights of
our citizens and let the people of Alaska have a chance to
grow, let them have a chance to live, let them have a chance
to prosper, I am trying to build up a situation that will put
a class of fishermen there that will have some regard for Con-
gress and for our laws and the resources of the Alaskan Terri-
tory. If gentlemen think that the amendment is going to im-
peril the bill, that would be the last tlung that I want to do.
I am so earnest about this legislation going through that I am
willing to give up a great many personal things that I think
ought to be in the bill

What I want to prevent is an American citizen going out and
getting fishermen from some other countries when their own
citizens are starving around the edge of Alaska trying to make
a living. I want to say that the reason this was not presented
to the committee is that I did not want to delay the report on
the bill,

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKEOWN, I will

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. Does the gentleman know what the
white population of Alaska is to-day?

Mr. McKEOWN. No, sir; I do not.

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. It is about 27,000. Does the gentle-
man realize that the scope of the Territory of Alaska covered
by this legislation is so great that if a map of Alaska was
superimposed upon the map of the United States the south-
eastern part of Alaska would be about where Charleston, 8. C,,
is and the southwestern part of Alaska would be where Los
Angeles ig?

Mr. McKEOWN. Well, I have some comprehension of the
gize of Alaska, and that is one reason why I want to insist
that there be some safeguards thrown about the ﬂsheries in
these waters.

Mr. MAacLAFFERTY. Does the gentleman realize that lit-
erally you could not get a labor supply for fishing and the
big canneries if this amendment was agreed to?

Mr. McKEOWN. Where does the labor come from if it
does not come from this country?

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. It is coming from the Pacific coast——

Mr. McKEOWN. Are they American citizens?

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. Does the gentleman realize that if
you limit this to American citizens that it would cripple the
Industry, if not ruin it?

Mr. McKEOWN. Would not the gentleman rather have the
industry ruined than——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla-
homa has expired.

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition
to the amendment. This particular provision was urged on the
committee by the Delegate fromi Alaska [Mr. SuTHERLAND].
Under the old system it was the practice of the Department
of Commerce to give to a few men exclusive permits within a
given area and when these men were given such special per-
mits to fish in the particular area the right was denied to
everyone else to fish in that locality. That was the condition
which was severely criticized by the Delegate from Alaska
and many others. The committee inserted this provision in
order to do away with that exclusive right of fishing, and to
insure to every citizen of the United States equality of right
and equality of opportunity, That is all this provision does
in its present form. But if you add the amendment now pro-
posed by the gentleman from Oklahoma you have again re-
stored a species of discrimination, because you will see that
instead of this right being open to every American citizen it
will be open to some American citizens and specially denied to
other American citizens because, perchance, of the men he em-
ploys to do his work. This is a restoration of a species of
discrimination. I am against it on that ground.

Mr. SUTHERLAND, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes.

Mr. SUTHERLAND, Is the gentleman aware that there is
an act of Congress prohibiting alien fishing in Alaskan waters?

Mr. WHITE of Maine. The gentleman from Alaska has put
into my mouth words that I proposed to use. This matter was
not presented to the consideration of the committee, and there
is no member of the committee here at this time, except the
Delegate from Alaska, who is ex officio a member of the com-

| mittee—there is no member of the committee here able to state
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the comdifivn of labor employed in the Alaskan fisheries. We
do know in certain seasons of the year certain kinds of fisher-
men go from Seattle and from San Francisco and participath
in this fishing, but if you put into this bill the provision that
the gentleman from Oklahoma urges, instead of deing away
with favoritism and placing every American citizen on an egual
fooling yon have restored a species, although a different kind,
of diserimination, and I hope the amendment will not be
adopted.

Mr. MeKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE of Maine, Yes.

Mr. MeKEOWN. Is it not a fact that our fishermen are the
people living around the coast, and that they have a hard time
te exist. But if you admit this great horde of aliens coming
up there, it will make the matier worse,

Mr. WHITE of Maine. So far as I can recall, T do not think
there is a particle of evidence which discloses that an Ameriean
citizen ean not get work as a fisherman in Alaska,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Oklahoma,

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, T offer the following amer
ment, which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Baxpour : Page 1, lne 11, after the letter
“{n)." Inseri: “designate the manner in which soch fishing shall be
conducted amd.”

AMr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, may I have the attention of
the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Wmrte] in charge of the bill?
¥ note that the bill provides that under the authority granted,
the Secretury of Commerce may fix the size and character of
the nets, hoats, traps, and other gear and appliances fo be
used ; that he may limit the eatch of the fish to be taken from
any area; and that he may make sueh regulations as to time,
menns, mwethods, and extent of fishing as he may deem ad-
visalile, Is the Secretary of Commerce empowered when he
opens a cerlain area for fishing to say, “ You may use purse
seines in this area but not traps. or you may use traps but
noi purse seines,” May he indicate the kind of appliances that
miy be used in an area, or is he restricted to simply fixing
the size and character of the gear used?

Mr. WHITE of Maine. There is no question as to what the
committee intended.

Mr. BARBOUR. ¥ think the committee intended that he
ghould have that power. :

Mr. WHITH of Maine. I think under this the Secretary has
the power within an area where limited fishing is permitted not
only to limit the size and character of the nets and boats, and
so fortly, but he may say that within this particular area traps
may be nsed or he may say that fraps may not be used, and he
may say that they may unse purse seines, or lie may say that
within this particular area a purse seine may not be permitted.

Mr. BARBOUR. Does the gentleman believe that the use of
the word “methods,” in line 3, on. page 2, gives him that
authority?

Mr. WHITE of Maine.
that.

Me. HADLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will permit,
I call attention to the language of lines 8 to 12, inclusive, where
it is provided—

That from and after the ereation of any such fishing area in which
limited fishing is permitted such fishing shall be cartied an only during
the fime, in the manner, to the extent, and In conformity with such
rules and regulations as the Secretary prescribes, the authority is given.

Wonld the gentleman’s amendment not be a duplication of that?

Mr. BARBOUR. I think so. I believe that was the intent of
the committee, although there was a possible doubf, and it
might have been open to other constroction. It was my pur-
pose in offering the amendment to remove any doubt and to
secure Information. If the gentleman from Maine now states
a8 1 matter of record that that is the purpose and intent of the
committee, it will elarify the language, T think,

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I have absolutely no question about
that.

Mr. BARBOUR, Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
gent to withdraw my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without ohjection, the amendment will ba
withdrawn, and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc, 8. Section 3 of the set of Congress entitled “An act for the pro-
tection and regulation of the fisheries of Alaska," appmved June 26,
1906, Is amended to read as follows:

I think there is no question about

“ B8Ec. 3. That it shall be unlawful to erect or maintain any dam,
barricade, fenee, trap, fish wheel, or other fixed or stationary cbstruc-
“tion, except for purposes of fish culture, in any of the waters of Alaska
at any point where the distance from shore to shore is less than 1,000
feet, or within 500 yards of the mouth of any creek, siream, or river
into which salmon run, excepting the Karluk and Ugashik Rlvers, with
the purpose or result of eapturing salmon or preventing or impeding
their ascent to the spawning grounds, and the Secretary of Commerce
Is hereby anthorized and directed to have any and all such nnlawfal
obstructions removed or destroyed. For the purposes of this sectiom
the mouth of such cree¢k, stream, or river shall be taken to be the
point determined as such mouth by the Secretary of Commerce and
marked in accordance with his determination. It shall be unlawful
to lay or set any selne or net of any kind within 100 yards of any
other seine, net, or other fishing appliance which Is being or whieh has
been laid or set in any of the waters of Alaska, or to drive eor to
construct any trap. or any other fixed fishing appliance within €00
| yards laterally or within 100 yards endwise of any other trap or fixed
fishing appliance.”

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Mr. Chairman, at this point T submit
the amendment which is at the desk, which has already been

aread.

* The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment by Mr, SUTHERLAND : At the end of section 8, on page
4, line 20, after the word “appliance,” add: " That it shall be un-
lawful to drive, construct, set, or fish with any fixed or floating trap,
weir, or pound net in any bay, inlet, or estnary in Alaska, the width
of which at its entranee is 2 miles or less, or within any channel
or passage connecting larger bodies of water where the width of sald
channel or passage is 8 miles or less, or within 1 mile of the entrance
to any bay, inlet, or estuary which is 2 miles or less in width at its
entrance, or within 1 mile of the mouth of any siream into which
salmon are accustomed to run.”

The CHAIRMAN. Does the genfleman offer that as a new
paragraph?

Mr., SUTHERLAND. That provision terminates that section.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman desire to have it in
the ferm of a proviso?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

"~ The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the word * Provided "
will be added at the beginning of the ameudment.

There was no objection.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
from Alaska yield?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Yes

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I had hoped to talk in favor of
the gentleman’s amendment, but I am compelled to go to a
meeting of a committee. As I understand it, every inferest In
Alaska is in favor of this amendment?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Every interest except those individuals
or corporations who have traps at the mouths of streams.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The packers and the canners?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mi, MOORE of Virginia. The Legislature of Alaska is In
favor of it?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The people who are in office in
Alaska are in favor of it. I remember having a talk with the
Attorney General of Alaska some time ago and he is in favor
of it.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The people of Alaska are in favor
of it?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Yes,

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. There is not any dissent as to the
expediency and propriety of this amendment so far as the popu-
lation of the Territory of Alaska is concerned, and the opposi-
tion is altogether from outside interests; and as I understand
the amendment is in line with the general fishing laws that
pertain in most sections of the country with respect to trap
fishing?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. What Is the opposition? Can
the gentleman tell us the ground of opposition, the selfish oppo-
sition, that directs itself against the passage of this amend-
ment?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes; the investment in the traps.

Now, this is one method and a very important method of
conserving the salmon fisheries of Alaska, and if we do not

‘do this we are at the mercy of the interests who are going

to defeat and exhaust this interest.
AMr. MacLAFFERTY. Will the gentleman yield?
Afr. SUTHERLAND. I will
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Mr. MACLAFFERTY. Will the gentleman say whether or
not the department here in Washington is in favor of his
amendment?

Mr. SUTHERLAND., They are opposed to it.

Mr. MACLAFFERTY. Does the gentleman think the depart-
ment in Washington is moved by a selfish interest?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes; absolutely, without question.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Has not the department in Wash-
ington been pursuing a policy which tends to the exhaustion
of the fisheries in Alaska up to the present time?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I represented in a speech I addressed
to Congress that there has been no such destruetion of salmon
in Alaska since the inception of the industry as has taken
place under the conservation system this summer,

I do not know that I need discuss this question any further.
As I said before, this is section 33 of Magna Charta. It
only seems fair that 700 years later we should incorporate a
section of that great charter to protect the right of fisheries
in Alaska, That section was obtained from King John by the
barons; and in section 60 the barons say, in effect, that we,
the barons, both the clergy and the laity, shall guarantee those
liberties obtained from King John to all the peasantry of Eng-
land. Contrast that with the fish barons of Alaska to-day
They say we do not propose that the peasantry—excuse the
use of the word In America—we do not propose that the poor
fishermen in Alaska shall exercise the common right to fish——

Mr, RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. I will

Mr. RAKER. Speaking of fishermen of Alaska, who are the
men who are employed by these large concerns in the catching
and the handling of fish from these traps?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. They are largely citizens, in many
cases men who have taken out their first papers—citizens em-
ployed.

Mr. RAKER. They are the only men?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. They are the only men. I do not
know of any aliens operating traps. It is possible there are a
few, but the aliens are employed in the preparation of the fish
in the canneries. Now, it seems to me that it is eminently
fair, in view of the fact that the State of California expressly
prohibited this form of gear and has for 40 years, even before
we dreamed of radicalism or anything of the sort—that was 40
years ago, when the people of California provided for and ree-
ognized human rights—the rights of humanity rather than the
rights of property—and it enacted that law and thus entered
the first chapter of their constitution—

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr., SUTHERLAND. May I have five minutes more?

Mr. RAKER. 1 am in favor of the California law, and I
want to go the limit on this.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I am not criticizing——

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alaska asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I am not criticizing the gentleman or
any particular gentleman from the State of California.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. I
thought the gentleman had his time extended or I would noet
have said what I did.

Mr, MAcLAFFERTY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. 1 will.

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Did the people of California, having
enacted this legislation 40 years ago, as you state——

Mr. SUTHERLAND. And reenacted It 20 years ago.

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Did it preserve the salmon in the
Sacramento River?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. No; because they had been destroyed
by traps. 5

Mr, MACLAFFERTY. The gentleman said 40 years ago they
prohibited the use of these traps, and yet in spite of that it
did not preserve the industry?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. 1t has not increased the supply be-
cause the traps destroyed it. There comes a time when the
supply of salmon does not recover, Birds and animals have to
feed from salmon. The eggs are the necessary food for gulls
and other birds, and when the supply is diminished to a certain
extent it is never recovered.

Mr. RAKER rose,

Mr. MACLAFFERTY. Just a moment, please.

Mr. RAKER. 1 asked the gentleman to yield.

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. He has yielded to me. I want to ask
the gentleman from Alaska why he thinks the department is
against his amendment?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The department wants all the regu-
latory powers to itself.

Mr, MAacLAFFERTY, Does the gentleman believe it is be-
cause the department wants to stand in with what is commonly
known in a campaign fight as the predatory interests?

Mr. SUTHERLAND, The fish trust,

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Upon what does the gentleman
hiase——

Mr. SUTHERLAND. I think I can submit absolute evi-
dence to that effect. I wish I had the floor for an hour.

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SUTHERLAND, Yes.

Mr. RAKER. They practically rnined the salmon fishing
in Alaska except some in the Klamath River, Those interests
will finally destroy the salmon fishing in California.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. The opposition to this limitation and
protection of public rights comes from the State of Cali-
fornia—not from the people of California but from the preda-
tory interests that are loeated in San Francisco—from a
State that has declared repeatedly that the public rights of
fisheries must be guaranteed. They even passed a law that
provided that no public land of the State should be sold
without a guaranty that the public would not be denied

right to go on and fish there, that would safeguard the

ple of the State, and why would you to-day prevent the
poor citizens of Alaska from exercising the same right which
the citizens of California are guaranteed?

Mr. FREE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Yes.

Mr. FREE. Is it not a fact that there has not been a
trap for 20 years in the Sacramento River and yet the sal-
mon has been absolutely depleted?

Mr., SUTHERLAND. Yes; and they have been destroyed
by the traps.

Mr. FREE. The salmon existed long after the traps were
taken out of the river. Then the fishermen operating in the
way you want it destroyed the fish in California.

Mr, McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I want to offer an amend-
ment.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Before that T yield to the gentleman
from Kansas for a question.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Is it not true that the trap
fishermen who are taking and canning salmon are not inter-
ested in Alaska Territory?

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Yes. They come up there from the
outside and they take everything from Alaska and give
nothing back. The Territory has fixed licenses under the
organic act for the support of schools and the maintenance of
schools in the Territory, a very light tax, and the canning
interests immediately challenged it and took the matter into
court.

Mr, STRONG of Kansas. Is it not true that the great
packing establishments are owned by nonresidents of Alaska
who take and can the fish and do not spend a dollar on a
single person who is a resident in Alaska?

Mr. SUTHERLAND., There are some traps that are owned
?y our Alaskan people—my constituents—but they are very
ew.

Mr. FREE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is recog-
nized.

Mr. FREE. Mr. Chairman, in view of the statement of the
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. SurHERLAND], I want to say that
we have had a lot of experience with the salmon business In
California. Traps were eliminated 20 years ago, and since then
there has not been any trapping of salmon, and yet to-day the
salmon industry is extinet as the result of fishing by other
gear,

I recently received a letter from a boyhood friend and col-
lege friend in Alaska, who is not a canner or fisherman. I
asked him to give me some correct information on this ques-
tion, and he writes me under date of March 14, 1924, as follows:

I have been mueh interested in reading the report of the recent hear-
ing on the White bill before the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries. I note that the Delegate from Alaska is somewhat vindictive
in his attitude as regards the Bureau of Fisheries. 1 want to tell you
that the attitude of Mr. SBUTHERLAND ig not that of most of the level-
headed people of Alaska. * * *

It is true that the traps eatch many filsh, but most of these are the
cheaper grades known as pink or humpback. These fish are much more
liable to deterioration than the reds or kings, and for that reason should
not be bruised or scarred, and should be canned as soon as possille after
being caught. The trap permits these fish to remain unharmed in their
native element until bailed out and taken to the canmery., In most

caseg they are put in the eans within eight hours of coming from the
water. The system of catching pinks in gill nets or purse geines is bad,
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for the reason that the individual fisherman waits until he has enough
fish to make a load before he takes them to the cannery or loading sfa-
tion from which the cannery gets them. No bad fish are ever canned
from trap-caught fish.

I want to say to you that if you put the traps out of Alaska
vou are going to make the price of canned salmon so high that
an ordinary man can not buy it. The fact is that there are a
few people in Alaska who happen to be voters, who want to
control the fishing in Alaska and charge the canneries whatever
price they please; and if you want to prevent the poor man
from eating fish vote for the Sutherland amendment., You get
no putrid fish put in the cans when the fish are caught in traps,
and it is just as good as any other way of fishing and a lot
less expensive,

If you adopt this amendment you will put the industry into
the hands of a few people who happen to be able to vote, because
the Indians can vote. You will put this industry into the hands
of a few Indians in Alaska. : y

Here is the situation: Every native in Alaska that wants
employment in the canning industry is given employment.
If you want fo destroy this industry and want to put up the
price of salmon so high that the people can not buy it, you will
help to do it by favoring this amendment. You have the
traps, you have the purse seines and the gill nets. Why dis-
criminite against one class of gear. All are egually destruc-
tive. Let the Bureau of Fisheries limit these gears as this
bill provides and you will preserve the salmon of Alaska.

After giving this matter a great deal of consideration, and
with a great deal of consideration for the man I know and
was raised with and went to college with, who wrote me the
letter, I feel that the trap fishing ought not to be diseriminated
aguinst.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Cali-
fornin has expired. :

Mr. WHITE of Maine,
the last word,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maine moves to
strike out the last word.

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment to
offer to the amendment. Will it be in order after the gentle-
man’s amendment is disposed of? .

The CHAIRMAN. When his amendment is withdrawn it
will be.

Mr. McKEOWN. I have an amendment to perfect that
amendment—to amend the amendment that is pending. Will
it be in order?

The CHATRMAN. Your amendment will be in order.

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee, I am sorry that the Delegate from Alaska [Mr.
SUuTHERLAND] has seen fit to offer his amendment, although he
ig wholly within his rights according to the understanding we
had in the committee in doing so. It seems to me thati the
gentleman’s zeal speaks rather than his judgment.

I want to say a word about the relative destructiveness of
trap fishing and seine fishing, It has been repeatedly asserted
bere that trap fishing is the most destructive of all the methods
of fishing employed in Alaska; and yet in the hearings before
the committee there was submitted for our information a table
covering the percentages of fish taken by the various means of
fishing employed in Alaska from 1912 down to 1922; and while
that shows a somewhat larger number of fish taken by traps
than by other means, yet this percentage is really insignificant
in consideration of the whole amount of fishing. During that
period of time approximately 29 per cent of the fish taken in
Alaska were taken by means of the purse seine, and approxi-
mately 28 per cent were taken only by means of traps, s¢ that
there is only a difference in the actual number of fish taken
during a period of 10 years of about 9 per cent.

What is the testimony as to the two methods of fishing?
I call your attention in the first place to the colloquy between
Mr. McCord, who represented the packers, and Mr, Furuseth,
who represented the fishermen’s union.

Mr. Furuseth said:

They have put those out beeause they were found fo be ruinons—
those fish traps and purse seines,

Mr. McCord supplemented that statement with this language:

I would like to say that they are both egually destructive, and that
one should not be discriminated against in favor of the other,

Then on page 210 of the testimony I find this statement. Mr,
Hylen, representing a fishermen's union, said:

I will say they [seines] are harmful, although not quite &s bad as
traps.

Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out

LXV—-377

Again, Mr. Hylen said this, speaking for the fishermen's
union:

If I had my way, I would say to Congregs: * Yes; abollsh both traps
the seines.”

Mr. SUTHERLAND. If the gentleman will read further in
Mr. Hylen’s testimony, he will find where he said the seine was
not as destructive as the trap.

Mr, WHITE of Maine. Then, agaln, Mr. Hylen said in an-
swer to the following question:

You want us to abolish purse seines absolutely everywhere?
Absolutely.

Again Mr, Furuseth said:

I look upon purse seining as pretty nmear as dangerous to the fish.
ing as the traps. It may not be quite es dangerous, but just as nearly
s0, 1t not fully so.

And once more Mr. Furuseth, speaking for these same fishing
interests, the fishermen, said he would regulate by abolishing
traps and purse seines. That is the record as to the comparative
damage done by these two methods of fishing.

Mr. HADLEY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes.

Mr. HADLEY. If that were done, as stated by the Delegate
from Alaska, it would result in eliminating fishing in south-
eastern Alaska altogether, would it not?

Mr. WHITE of Maine, It would eliminate fishing in south-
eastern Alaska altogether and do much toward that through-
out the whole Territory of Alaska.

Let me call the committee’s attention to the extent we have
gone in this bill in undertaking to conserve these fisheries. In
the very first section of the bill we have authorized the estab-
lishment of a closed season when fishing may be prohibited
altogether, fishing by trap, fishing by purse seine, and fishing
in any imaginable way. In this same section we have au-
thorized the establishment of closed areas where only limited
fishing may be permitted, and within those areas of limited
fishing it is within the discretion of the Secretary of Com-
merce fo prohibit traps and to prohibit seines, one or the
other, or both.

That is not all we have done. In sectlon 2 of the bill we
have provided for the escapement of at least 50 per cent of
the fish in any run of salmon. That is applicable to fishing
by traps, it is applicable to fishing by purse seines, and in all
other ways. In that connection I ecall to your specific atten-
tion the fact that the trap furnishes a more easy and a more
accurate method of determining the number of fish taken than
by the purse seine or other means, because it is a stationary
contrivance upon the shore. So we have in that provision pro-
vided for the escapement of 50 per cent of the run of salmon
and against fishing in excess of the required escapement by
any manner or means whatsoever. The testimony is over-
whelm'ng that a 50 per cent escapement of fish is ample to pro-
cure the propagation and perpetuation of the species.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
gent to proceed for five minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Maine asks unani-
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none,

Mr. WHITE of Maine. So we have thrown that additional
safeguard about these salmon. Then we have written into the
law still another provision. We have prohibited absclutely
fishing in all the streams of Alaska and within 500 yards of
the mouths thereof by any means whatsoever except by hand
rod, gaff, or spear. That exception is made so that the natives
and others living along those streams may precure fish for
food. DBut it does not permit commercial fishing, In section 3
we have provided that it shall be unlawful to establish any
fence, trap, fish wheels, and so forth, except for the purpose of
taking fish for fish culture in any of the waters of Alaska where
the distance from shore to shore is less than 1,000 feet. That
is a prohibition against traps in these streams and in all these
lagoons and estuaries where these salmon may readily Le
found. Those things are all written into this law as absolufe
provisions against traps.

On top of all that we have given to the Secretary of Com-
merce authority to apply wise discretion to the varying eondi-
tions which exist from one end of that coast to the other. It
is conceded that in some localities trap fishing should be pro-
hibited. We have done it in some instances in the bill, and we
have conferred specific anthority upon the Secretary to do it in
all those other places and at those times where conditions seem
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to warrant it. We have done that on the general authority of
regnlation.

Now, it has been said that there are more than 2,000 streams
in Alaska, and I do not know how many hundreds and thou-
sands more of bays, estuaries, and lagoons. It was utterly
impossible for this committee to sif down and pick out the
particular areas in which trap fishing should be prohibited. We
had to lodge somewhere sane diseretion about these matters,
and we have followed precedents and followed sense. We have
left it in the hands of the Secretary of Commerce.

Now, gentlemen of the committee, I close as I began. Tt
causes me regret that this controversial matter has been thrown
into this bill. In the bill before you we have done more than
has been undertaken for the conservation of the fisheries of
Alaska in the last 25 years.

This subject which is now injected, here has been responsible
for the failure to enact legislation during the last two Con-
gresses, and I express the gravest apprehension that it will
prove prejudiecial to the chances of enacting legislation now. I
hope, in the inferest of the salmon fisheries of Alaska, this
amendment will not be written inte the bill, [Applause.]

The CHATRMAN. Without objeetion, the pro forma amend-
ment is withdrawn and the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr.
McKeownN] is recognized to offer an amendment, which the
Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, McEEowN to the amendment offered by
Mr. SuTHERLAND ! In line 2 of the amendment, after the word * net,”
insert * or fish with purse seines.”

Mr. McKEOWN. Gentlemen, I agree with the gentleman
from Maine [Mr. WHitE] that the bill now before us is the
_best bill we eould all agree upon. Personally, as the gentleman
from Alaska knows, I championed the abolition of both traps
and purse seines in the waters described in his amendment be-
enuse, so far as cutting them off is concerned, the high-powered
boats: with purse seines can absolntely destroy a whole school
of fish going into these waters. You can take a company with
two high-powered boats, one setting the seine and the other
_ setting one as soon as the other one begins to unload—it takes
only 20 minutes to set the seine and a couple of hours to un-
load it—and they ean simply follow the school up and catch
them and absolutely wipe out the entire sehool. If you are
going to stop traps, stop the purse seines at the same time,

We have here the testimony of men who say that the truth
about it is the only thing the fishermen think about in Alaska
is to get the fish. It does not make any difference whether
they fish by traps or fish with purse seines or fish: with gill
nets. If you stop the trap, you have got to stop the purse seine;
and if you abolish the purse seine and the trap, then you must
regulate the gill net, or they wili take them just the same and
destroy the fish. The only thing they are after is the fish,
They do not care anything about the results.

Mr. ABERNETHY. Wiil the gentleman yield?

Mr. McKEOWN. I yield for a brief gquestion.

Mr. ABERNETHY. They can cateh enough fish with the
gill nets for all purposes there, can they not, without using
these destructive agencies?

Mr. McKEOWN. They say they ean mnot, for this reason:
There are some places in Alaska where they can not get suffi-
cient fish, but if you want to absolutely shut them down and
save the fish of Alaska, without regard to what is going to
happen to the men whe have their money invested up there,
then adopt the amendment as amended and take out both the
purse seines and the traps. If you take out the traps and leave
in the purse geines to operate in the same area, you have not
done anything except take away from one man his means ef
getting fish in order to turm it over to another man who is just
as greedy, and you will destroy the fish just the same as under
the trap system. If I had my way and could write the bill
I would put both of them out and regulate the gill nets se
that the fish would have a chance to propagate. I am showing
you what it will mean to amend this bill if you go into this con-
troversy.

I sympathize with my friend from Alaska and I know he
wants to impreve the situation, but there is no reason why
you should eliminate the trap and let the purse seiners go on
with their destructive fishing. While it Is true they do not
fish at night, yet when they do fish they eatch them just as
fast as they can go out and put the net around them, and they
take them out by the thousand and are just as destructive
so far as the fishing industry of Alaska is eoncerned.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, Mr. STRONG of Kansas, and
Mr. MILLER of Washington rose,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. GrEENE], chairman of the committee.

Mr. GREENH of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, this bill was
given a greail deal of consideration in the committee, was sent
to a subcommittee, and they gave it a great deal of consideration.
They tried to draw a bill which they thought would be acceptable,
after consultation with the Department of Commerce and after
taking every measure they could to get a bill that would be accept-
able. Ihave been a member of this committee for 25 years and the
only bill affecting the Alaskan fisheries that has passed that made
any amendment to the law was passed in 1908, and we have not
been able to get an agreement on any legislation sinee. We
got an agreement in this bill, brought it in, and the bill as pre-
sented ought to be passed. If you do not vote for it, it may go
over another year. Do not tear this legislation all to pieces. Do
not undertake to get up here without consideration and put
in amendments that have had no consideration at all except in
the minds of some people who come in here to-day and draw up
an amendment that may throw the whole bill out of gear. Take
the bill as it is, put it through, and get it out of the way. Let us
lave some legislation on this matter. Do not let us obstruect
legislation. I do not belleve in obstructing legislation myself.
You all know from my service here that I have not sought to
obstruct any legislation. I do not want to obstruct legislation.
I want legislation enacted and I want to have it workable.
This everlasting talk, talk, talk, does not enact legislation. We
have an example in the body on the other end of the Capitol
which keeps talk going but does not legislate. Do not get into
that habit. Let us keep our heads level. We have a bill before
us that has been carefully thought out. We tried to enact it
last year but did not succeed. My friend from Alaska always
wants to get in something, even after he tries it before the com-
mittee and nobody agrees with him. Not a single soul on the
committee agreed with him, still he brings it into the Honse,
and is a disturbing element, when he is warned that his action
may prevent the passage of the bill. I do not know whether it
will or not, but if you take the bill as we brought it in here and
pass it, then you will get some legisiation. Now, do not have
any m(?lre bother about it, go aliend and vote for the bill. [Ap-
planse.

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, it was my privilege
last summer fo visit Alaska. The consensus of opinion of
everyone we saw was that fhe salmon were being depleted, and
that if Congress did not take some action and stop the destrue-
ton, the salmon fishing in Alaska would be absolutely de-
stroyed in 5 or 10 years. We talked with probably 500 or 600
people in a dozen different towns, and that was the unanimous
opinion. On the vessel en rounfe we had Doctor Gilbert, of
Stanford University, who had devoted years to a study of the
salmom, who gave us a lecture on salmon, explaining how they
spawned at the head of the streams, went out into the ocean
for a period of three years, then came back to the same river
in which they were spawned and to deposit eggs and die,

When they are coming back they meet these net fishermen,
who go out with their nefs and seeure a great quantity,
making frequent trips from the coast to the school, bringing
them back by the boatloads, and then when the salmon get
to the mouth of the stream they are met by these traps, and
by both nefs and traps so many were taken that only a small
percentage get into the rivers to spawn and reproduce them-
selves. These traps are generally. 1,000 and 2,000 feet long,
and some a mile long, and the fish have hut small chance to
get by. Talk about raising the price of salmon by restricting
the catch; if you do not restrict such fishing, we will not have
any salmon in the country in 5 or 10 years.

Now, I have no constituents in Alaska engaged In net fishing,
I have no constituents down the line of the Pacific coast, My
only interest is in protecting the destruction of the industry.
But the men who operate the great fish traps and eanneries
go to Alaska with their boats, their men, and provisions, make
their cateh, pack the fish, and return to their homes in the
West Coast States, and do not contribute a dime to the people
of Alaska or the welfare of that Territory. Their interest is
entirely selfish. They take every fish possible. So I sald to
myself, after listening to the people of Alaska, that when I get
back to Congress I would try and vote for everything I eonld
to help proteet the salmon up there to the end that so great
an industry should not be destroyed. [Applaunse.]

Mr. FREE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, STRONG of Kansas. Yes.

Mr. FREE. The people who were brought up there were the
purse seiners and not the trap mem

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Oh, yes, they are. I know the
difference between the trap fishermen and the seine fishermen,
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and both are guilty of the destruction of the flsh. The seine
men say that the trap fishermen are responsible for the deple-
tion of the salmon, and the trap men say that it Is the seine
people that are responsible, I want to stop them both from
taking salmon within 8 miles of the mouth of the rivers and
give the salmon a chance to get into the rivers and reproduce
themselves. I am going to vote for both amendments. I would
like to put some additional teeth in the bill. [Applause.]

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. Chairman. I have lived for
over 30 years on the Pacific coast, and I know gomething about
the fishing situation, It was not the traps that put the salmon
out of the Sacramento River; it was the combination of the
purse seiners, the gill nets, and the traps, the three of them.
With all three of these devices working at the same time and
to the same purpose it was a lucky fish that could get far enough
up the Sacramento to smell fresh water. The result was absolute
and final destruction of food fish in the prineipal river of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. WATKINS. And is that not true of the Columbia River?

Mr. MILLER of Washington. That is sadly true of the Co-
Jumbia River, too, as well as the Sacramento. As the fishing
interests moved north along the coast it was the combination of
the three that left empty rivers behind them. These three—the
combination—are now in Alaska with the inevitable result of
repeating what has happened in the Sacramento and in the Co-
lambia. Alaska will be absolutely robbed of this great natural
asset if Congress does not act.

There is no one of them more deadly on the fish than the other,
but with the combination working absolute extermination will be
and has been the result. Any one of the three is bad enough,
we all know; but the combination all at one time is absolutely
deadly.

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MILLER of Washington. No; I can not. I know the
attitude of the gentleman from Alaska, and I can not agree with
himi. When the salmon come in from the sea to spawn they conie
back to the stream of their nativity, and when near the mouth
of the river they stay for two or three days, and sometimes as high
as eight days. They go through what is ealled  finning.” Yecu
can see the whole surface alive with the ripples of the fish.
Then here comes the purse seiners in the power boats, throw
their seines around the fish again and again, a half a dozen
times, and with these schools moving at the rate of 3 miles an
hour, I presume that 50 per cent of the fish are taken. Those
that escape the purse seiner go on toward the stream and find
these traps next. If any get past both the purse seiners and the
traps, they get into the gill nets. You can plainly see what
chance a fish has. When a fish is caught perhaps 6,000 spawn
are destroyed.

Now, we must leave the gituation to somebody. We can not
leave it to the purse seiner or to the trap fishermen, for the
reason that hoth are deadly. We must leave it to the Depart-
ment of Commerce with the power and the control over this
matter as the governmental agency in the interest of propaga-
tlon. That is what this bill provides for. It will take care of
the whole sitnation in the interest of all of the people. But if
you let the traps work and stop the purse seiners, or let the
purse seiners work and stop the traps, you throw it all into the
hands of one or the other. The thing to do, in my judgment, is
to let the department regulate purse seining and trap fishing and
gill netting, regunlate all kinds and methods of fishing—the
places, the conditions, and the periods—we will be accomplish-
ing something really beneficial. Leave it to the department; it
will control the situation, and you will see that the supply of
salmon in 20 years from now will be three times what it is to-
day. [Applause.]

The OCHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Washing-
ton hins expired. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. RANKIN, My, Chairman, I move to strike out the para-

rraph,
: Tllw CHAIRMAN., Two amendments are already pending.
The gentleman can proceed only by unanimous consent. The
gentleman from Mississippi asks unanimous consent fo proceed
for five minutes. I8 there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Chairman, I am going to support the
Sutherland amendment relative to these traps, and then I shall
support an amendment, if one is offered, as I understand it
will be, to stop the purse-seine fishing in Alaska.

The difference between the two is this: Conceding that both
destroy the Alaskan salmon, the man who runs the purse seine
ordinarily lives in Alaska ; he is a citizen of Alaska. You people
have spent millions of dollars to accommodate him and made a
place fit for him to live, The man who owns the traps seldom
sees Alnska. He possibly lives in Bostoh or New York. We have

a Territory there of about 586,000 square miles, and Congress
has spent about $57,000,000 in the construction of a railroad up
there for their use and convenience. I woudl like to have the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GreeNe] investigate that
unreasonable extravagance. I would like to have him give the
reasons for Congress spending $57,000,000 to build a railroad in
Alaska 467 miles long, when there are not 10,000 people living
within 300 miles of it. You needed somebody to go there 10
years ago, before this money was spent, and make some inves-
tigations. If they had, the chances are we would be $57,000,000
better off.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, Mr., Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me for a minute?

Mr. RANKIN. Not now. They said then that they wanted
to encourage people to live in Alaska. They wanted our people
to go there to make their homes.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-"
tleman yield?

Mr., RANKIN. I decline to yleld now. Congress spent this
money—=$57,000,000—saying that we wanted to encourage people
to go to Alaska to live; and to-day, by this trap fishing, you
are destroying practically the only method they have of earn-
ing a livelihood.

If you are going to encourage people to go there to live and
make their homes there, why do you not protect them and give
them some way in which to make a living? Are you going to
continue this, and in the course of a few years have all of
these fisheries destroyed? The gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
StrRoxG] remembers that we went through a caunery at Cor-
doya. We found it running only one-quarter capacity. It was
pointed out to us that when it was first put in it ran full
capacity, and those people said as it was then running that
within a few years there would not be a salmon to be canned
at that place. What is troe of Cordova is true all over Alaska.

Talk about leaving it to the Secretary of Commerce! I sub-
mit that the conduct of the Department of Commerce with ref-
erence to the Alaskan fisheries for the last two years is a dis-
credit to the American Republic. Take the statement of the
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. SurHERLAND]. He and I do not
agree politically, but he knows more about this guestion than
any other man on the committee. He lives there, and he is
telling you what the people of Alaska told me. He is telling
you what those people told Mr. StroNg of Kansas and other
Members of the House. It is a question of whether or not you
are going to protect those people who go into that cold climate,
where it is night six months of the year, where the ground is
covered with snow and ice for six to eight months in the year,
or whether you are going to allow this source of food supply
and of employment to be utterly destroyed by these traps.

Are you going to continue this policy and permit these Ameri-
can canneries to destroy the fisheries of Alaska?

For these reasons I shall not only support the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Alaska [Mr., SurHERLAND] but
I shall support an amendment to stop even purse seining in
order that we may save Alaska for the Alaskans and give
those peoplie there and their children and their children’s chil-
dren some method by which they can earn an honest living.
[Applause.]

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr, Chairman, the gentle-
man who has just taken his seat said that I voted for the
Alaskan Railroad.

Mr, RANKIN. 1 did not.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. He said——

Mr. RANKIN. I did not say that the gentleman did.
the Congress of the United States did.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Well, I did not vote for it
lI had sense enough to know that it was not a wise plece of legis-
ation,

Mr. RANKIN. For once the gentleman was right.
ter.] :

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr,
McKEowxN].

The question was taken: and on a division (demanded by
Mr, McKrown) there were—ayes 46, noes 31

So the amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. SUTHERLAND].

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the word * Provided, That” as the amendment now
stands be eliminated. I am Informed that the continuity of
the language will be all right without those words.

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection it will be so ordered.

There was no objection.

I said

[Laugh-

- . I B __l
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the Delegate from Alaska,

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr., Geeesg of Massachusetts) there were—ayes 51, noes 48.

l1]\11-. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. WHITE
of Maine and Mr. RaANKIN to act as tellers,

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—
ayes T4, noes 63.

So the amendment was agreed to,

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec, 5. Sectlon b of sald sct of Congress approved June 26, 1808,
is amended to read as follows:

“8ec, 5. That it shall be unlawful to fish for, take, or kill any
- salmon of any species in any manner or by any means except by hand
rod, spear, or gaff for personal use and not for sale or barter in any
of the waters of Alaska over which the United States has jurisdiction
from 6 o'clock post meridian of Saturday of each week until 6 o'clock
antemeridian of the Monday following, or during such further closed
time as may be declared by authority now or hereafter conferred, but
such authority shall not be exercised to prohibit the taking of fish for
local food requirements or for use as dog feed, Throughout the weekly
closed season herein prescribed the gate, mouth, or tunnel of all sta-
tionary and floating traps shall be closed, and 25 feet of the webbing or
net of the 'heart' of such traps on each side next to the ‘pot’
shall be lifted or lowered in such manner as to permit the free passage
of salmon and other fishes.”

Mr. HADLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment which I send to the desk.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Haprey: Page 5, line 13, after the
word * jurisdiction” insert *“except in Bering Sen and waters tribu-
tary thereto.”

Mr. HADLEY. Mr. Chairman, my purpose In offering this
amendment is to meetf a sitnation that is peculiar to one loeality.
Under the present law the close season does not apply to Bering
Sea and to one or two other places specified. I do not mention
any in this amendment except Bering Sea, and I do that
because of this situation. Fishing in Dering Sea covers a
period of 30 days, sometimes less, but by regulation of the de-
partment I believe it runs from June 26 to July 26, 30 days,
whereas the fish run for two months, both before and after the
period for which fishing is permitted; that is to say, from
about June 15 to August 15. So the salmon have an escape-
ment both before and after the open season. Now, that is a
very stormy sea. I presume all are aware that Bering Sea is
sometimes known as the birthplace of storms. It is exceedingly
rough in Bristol Bay, where a great deal of this fishing is con-
ducted. Often fishing can not be suecessfully conducted at all,
and the result is the boats lie up and the fish pass up the
stream during the stormy weather. Now, we provide for a day
and a half closed season, 36 hours. Four weeks will take 6
days out of the 30-day period and leave some 24 days. I saw
these gill-net fleets of some 1,200 boats come and go twice each
day with the rise and fall of the tide. But it is a very lim-
ited season, and it costs from $100,000 to $400,000 to ontfit
a cannery, supplies and other equipment being sent up there
annually. It is a risky business for that sghort period. Further-
more, you have written into this bill a provision for a 50 per
cent escapement under the control and direction of the depart-
ment. Now, having written that into the bill, knowing this is
an exceedingly stormy sea and that the fish escape both before
and after that 50 per cent escapement, why not except this area
which has always been excepted.under existing law and leave
the entire regulation to the department? 1 submit this is
reasonable and necessary under the peculiar conditions which
exist in Bering Sea, so far north as it is, where fishing can not
be successfully conducted early in the season. On the southern
gide of the peninsula conditions are quite different. I submit
upon this brief statement of facts without further argument
]tjhat this amendment ought to be adopted and inserted in the

il &

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I
am opposed to this amendment. This very maiter was consid-
ered specifically by the subcommittee and was taken up with the
Bureau of Fisheries, and it was with their approval that Bering
Bea was eliminated from the exception, They thought that con-
ditions were such as to permit it and it was proper to do so.
Now, the gentleman from Washington says that this closed
season of 36 hours for each week will only leave the fishermen
about 24 days out of a month in which to fish. Members of

the committee thought that the fish ought to have 4 or §
days out of 30 days in which they might have some chance to
escape up to their spawning grounds and spawn their ezgs and
produce fish for the coming season and the future. This meas-
ure is in the interest of conservation. It is in the interest of
protecting the fish for the future. It is designed to permit suffi-
clent escapement so that the salmon runs will not be destroyed,
as they are being rapidly destroyed under existing conditions.
The packers themselves admit, every witness who has appeared
before us, everybody who had anything to say upon the subject
are unanimous in the statement that unless some effective
methods are employed, and employed at once, it is but a matter
of only a few years until we will not have any salmon left for
the fishermen or the people or anyone else, I am opposed to
this or any other amendment that has for its purpose the
loosening up instead of the tightening up of this proposition. I
hope the amendment will be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Washington [Mr. Haprey].

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 6. Any person, company, corporation, or assoclation violating
eny provision of this act or of said act of Congress approved June 26,
1906, or of any regulation made under the muthority of either, shall,
upon conviction thereof, be punished by a fine not exceeding $3,000 or
imprisonment for a term of not more than 80 days in the county jall,
or by both such fine and imprisonment; and in case of the violation of
section 8 of said act approved June 26, 1906, as amended, there may
be imposed a further fine not exceeding $250 for each day the obstrue-
tion therein declared unlawful is maintained. Every boat, seine, net,
trap, and every other gear and appliance used or employed in viola-
tion of this act or in violation of said act approved June 26, 1908,
and all fish taken therein or therewith, shall be forfeited to the United
States, and ghall be seized and sold, under the direction of the court in
which the forfeiture is declared, at public auction, and the proceeds
thereof, after deducting the expenses of sale, shall be disposed of as
other fines and forfeltures under the laws relating to Alaska. Pro-
ceedings for such forfeiture shall be in rem under the rules of admiralty,

That for the purposes of this act all employees of the Bureau of
Fisherles designated by the Commissioner of Fisherles ghall be consid-
ered as peace officers, and shall have the same powers of arrest of per-
sons and seizure of property for any violation of this act as have United
States marshals or their deputies.

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike opt the last
word. Mr. Chairman, I voted for the McKeown amendment
and I voted for the Sutherland amendment as amended. I
received last mnight a telegram from California. It is dated
San Francisco, April 7, 1924, and reads as follows:

84N TRANCISCO, CALIF,, April 7, 102}
Hon, Joux B, RaxEer,
Washington, D. 0.2

As distributors of eanned salmon, some 80 years, our attention Is
drawn to White bill, H. R. 8143, for consideration Wednesday morn-
ing, April 8. We understand amendments to this bill will eliminate
fish-trap rights in Alaska; believe this should be left to Bureau Fish-
eries to determine. Furthermore, object another amendment, that of
Congress fixing percentage of escapement all streams in Alaska at
50 per cent, This should vary with different conditions and Burean
Fisherles should govern. Also believe that the closed season, from
Baturday night until Monday morning, feature of bill ghould be re-
moved. Canning season 1{s short and this feature would increase price
salmon as food commodity. Furthermore, bill should not be effective
until January 1, 1925, as present plans for thls senson’s business have
already been made. As this Is large Pacific coast industry in which
many Californians are interested would ask you kindly endeayor remove
these amendments before passage.

Grrrritn Doaxey Co.

The other telegrams were received by me opposing the Suther-
land amendment. I believe in conserving the fish. T believe
in protecting this industry, and giving these men proper care
and attention;, but I can not vote to turn over the salmon
industry to a few concerns, although they do come from Cali-
fornia, and therefore I just took this opportunity to say pub-
licly, that notwithstanding the urgent appeals from these good
people in San Francisco, who really own and control the fish-
ing industry in Alaska, that my duty as a Representative from
California compels me to vote against it. This seems to be
my plain duty in the premises. I desire to ask that I may
ingert the other two telegrams in the Reconb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the reguest of the
gentleman from California. [After a pause.] The Chair hears
none,

The telegrams are as follows:
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BAN FraNcIsco, CALIP., April 7, 192}
Jouay E. RAKER,
House of Represcatatives, Washington, D. O.;

House bill 81423 vests President with discretionary power to cre-
ate fishing reserves in Alaska and regulate fishing therein. This pro-
tects public interest and is unobjectionable to packing companies, pro-
vided it i3 pot mmde effective until 1925. Alaska Delegate proposes
drastie amendments, which are unnecessary to protect fisherles and are
highly detrimental to industry in which millions of California money
is invested. We respectfully request that you oppose amendments
when bill is reported to Ilouse on April 9.

BrisToL Bay Pacrkiva Co.,
Arasga SaLsmox Co.,
141 Clay Street, Ban Francisco.

—

BAN Francisco, CALIF,, April 7, 192,
Hon, JoENX F. RAEER,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.:

Understand Congress will probably consider House bill 8143 next
Wednesday and that Delegate SUuTHERLAND may offer drastic amend-
ments, Request that you oppose any attempt to amend bill.

NorTH PaciFic TRADING & Packing Co.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend-
ment is withdrawn, and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the bill.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, Mr. Chairman, I move that
the committee do now rise and report the bill and amendment
with the recommendation that the amendment be adopted and
that the bill as amended do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. Mapes, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee, having had under consideration the bill H. R.
8143, had directed him to report the same to the House with
the recommendation that the amendment be agreed to and that
the bill as amended do pass.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. My, Speaker, I move the
previous guestion on the bill and amendment to final passage,

The previous question was ordered.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a
separate vote on the Sutherland amendment.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment.

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr.
gentleman asked for a separate vote.

The SPEAKER. There is only one amendment,

The question was: taken, and the Speaker announeced the noes
seemed to have it.

On a division (demanded by Mr, Raxer) there were—ayes
48, noes 48.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Speaker, I make the point of order there
is no quorum present.

The SPEAKER. It is clear there is no guorum present.
The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will
bring in absent Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was. taken; and there were—yeas 182, nays 139,
not voting 111, as follows:

Speaker, a point of order; the

YEAS—182.
Aberneth Cl'hrr Hull, Towa, " Major, Mo,
Allen E Crol Humphreys Mnnwﬁeld
Almon Crosser Jacobstein Martin
Arnold Cullen James Mead
Aswell Cummings Jeffers. Milligan
Ayres Davey Johnson, 8, Dak. Minahan
Barkley Dar!s Tenn. Johnson, Tex., Montague
Beck Dick{nsnn. Mo, Johnson, W. Va. Mooney
Bell Dickstein Jones Moore, Ga.
Berger Doughton Keller Maoore, Va.
Black, Tex. Drewry Kent Morehead
Bland Driver Kincheloe Morgan
Bloom Evans, Mont. King Morris
Bm\'li.ng Favrot Kopp Morrow
Bo Fisher guuz Nnison Wis.
yoe Fulbright vale Nolan

Boylan m.f?ﬁ LaGuardia O'Connell, R. I,
Rrand, Ga, Gallivan Lampert O'Connor, La,
Briggs Gardner, Ind. Lanham Oldfield
Browne, Wis, arner, Tex. Lankford Oliver, Ala.
Browning Garrett, Tex. Larsen, Ga, Oliver, N. Y.
Buchanan Gasque Lee, Ga. Park, Ga.
Bulwinkle Gilbert ) Lilly Parks, Ark.
Bushy Glaifelter Lineberger Peavey
Byruns, Tenn. Goldsborough Linthicum on
Cannon Greenwood Logan Prall
Carew Hammer Lowrey Quin
g«ﬂl’tﬂ' garr{g;n {,—ouer g.a on

asey astings yon : ainey
Celler Hayden MeFadden Raker
Claucy Hill, Wash, McKeown Rankin
Collins Howard, Nebr.  McReynolds Reed, Ark.
Connally, Tex. Howard, Okla. MeSwain Richards
Cook Huddleston MceSweeney Robsion, Ky.
Cooper, Wis. Hudspeth Major, IlI. Rogers, N,

Romjue

Rouse

Rube

Sinders, T
Randers, Tex.
Randlin
Bchafer
Rchall
Schneider
Bhallenberger
Sherwood

Ackerman
Aldrich |
Andrew
Bacharach
Bacon
Barbour
Beedy
Begg
Bixler
Blanton
Baoies

Camphell
Chindblom
Christopherson
Cla
Clarke, N. Y.
Cole, Iowa
Colton
Cooper, Ohlo
Crowther
Dallinger
Darrow
Dickinson, Jowa
Dowell

er
Elliott
Evans, lowa
Fairfield
Faust
Fenn

All
Anderson
Anthony
Bankhead

Davis, Minn;
Deal

Dempsey
Denison
Dominick
Doyle

So the amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk announced the following pairs:
Until further notice:

M:r. Kahn

. Wason with

. Graham of Illinois with Mr.
Mr. O0’Connor of New York.

. Reed of New York with Mr. O'B

. Cramton with Mr, *Sullivan,

. Langley with Mr. Clark of Florida.

. Patterson with Mr. Drane.

. Williams of Illinois with Afr. Salmon.

. Denison with Mr.

. Rathbone with Mr. M!.‘Clintlc

. Parker with Mr. Lazaro.

with Mr. Corning.

. Reed of West Virginia with Mr Tydings.

Mr. Frear with Mr. Byrnes of South Carglina.

. Werts with Mr. Alzood.

, Gibson with Mr. Upshaw.

. Funk with Mr. Hooker.

. Beers with Mr. Tague.

. Wyant with Mr. Black of New York.

. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. W

. Beger with Mr. Dominick.

r. Luce with Mr. Tn)]nr of Colorado.

Morin with Mr. Gera

. Sproul of Kansas wfth Mr, HI1 of Alabama.

. Anderson with AMr, Peery.

. Brumm with Mr, Hull of Tennessee.

. Edmonds with Mr. Collier.

. Mudd with Mr. Kerr.

. Milis with Mr. McD‘nme.

. Tilson with Mr.

. Anthony with Mr.

. Connolly of ennsylvania with Mr. Bankhead,

. Fish with Mr. Johnson of Kentucky.

Kindr

b
 Grin:

Jost.
rien.

Bites Thomas, Okla. Willilams, Tex.
Speaks Thompson Williamson
Steagall Tiljman Wilson, Ind.
Stedman Tucker “rjlson La.
Stengle Underwood Wilson, Miss.
Stevenson Vinson, Ga, Wingo
Btrong, Kans, Vinson, Ky, Wolft
SBumners, Tex, Voigt Woodruft
wank Ward, N. G Wright
Taylor, W. Va, efald
Thomas, Weller
NAYS—139.
Fitagerald MeEaughlin, Nebr, Snell
Fleetwood MecLeo Boyder
Foster MacGre ngo Stalker
Fredericks \IncLa erty Htephens
Free Mad Strong, Pa.
Freeman u.agee, N X Bummers, Wash,
French Magee, Pa. Bwing
Frothingham Manlove woope
Fuller Mapes aber
Garber Merritt Taylor, Tenn.
Gifford Michener emple
Graham, Pa, Miller, Wash, Thatcher
Green, Iowa, Moore, Ohio. mberlake
Greene, Masgs, Moores, Ind, Tincher
Griest Murphy. Tinkham
Hadley Nelson, Me, Treadway
ar Newton, Hinn. Vaile
Haugen Newtou. Yare
Hawley O'Sullivan Vinecent, Mich.
Hersey Perkins Wailnwright
Hirkey Perlman Ward, N. X,
Purnell Watking
Holad vg Ramseyer Watson
Hull, Willlam B, Ransley Weaver
Jahnson. Wash. d, Iil, Welsh
earns . White, Kans.
Kendall Robinson, Towa  White, Me.
Ketcham Rogers, Mass. Williams, Mich,
Kiess Rosenbhom Winslow
Lea, Calif, ders, N. X, Winter
Leavitt Sears, Nebr. ~ Wood
Lehlbach Wurzbach
Little Shnmons Yates
Longworth nnott Young
McLaughlin, Mich. Smith
NOT VOTING—111.
Drane Larson, Minn. Reed, N. Y.
Eagan Lazaro Reed, W. Va.
Edmonds Leatherwood Salmon
Fairehild Lindsay Sanders, Ind.
Fish Luee Beott
Frear McClintie .
Funk McDuflie ger
Garrett, Tenn. MeKenzle Binelair
Geran cNul Emithwick
Gibson Michaelzon Sproal, 11L
Graham, T1L Miller, 111, Sproul,
‘Griffin ills Bullivan
Hawes Moore, I1L Sweet
Hill, Ala. Morin Tague
Hill, Md. Mudd Tarlor, Colo.
Hooker 0'Brien Tilson
Hudson O'Connell, N. Y. din
Hull, Morton D, 0 Lonnor. nderhill
Hull, Tenn. i Upshaw
Johnson, Ky. Ps,r er Vestal
Jost Patterson Wason
S yi
elly ps ertz
Kerr Porter Williams, IIL
Kindred Quayle Woodrum
Enutson Hathbone Wyant
Kurtz Rayburn Zihlman
Langley Reece
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Mr. Porter with Mr. Lindsay.
. Michaelson with Mr. Quayle.
. Kuorts with My, Sears of Florida.
. Binclair with Mr. Eagan.
. Wurzbach with Mr. Connery.
. Vestal with Mr. Browne of New Jersey.
. Watres with Mr. McNulty.
. Cole of Ohlp with Mr. Smithwick.
. Curry with Mr. Hawes.
. Hill of Msrvlaud with M.r Garrett of Tennessee.
. Paige with M eal.
. Moore of I]Iinols with Mr. Buckley.
. Bweet with Mr. Canfield.
. Sanders of Indinna with Mr. O'Connell of New York.
. Miller of Tllinois with Mr. Doyle.
. Burdick with Mr. Cleary.
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.
The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time,
was read the third time, and passed.
On motion of Mr. GreeExe of Massachusetts, a motion to
reconsider the vote whereby the bill was passed was laid on
the table.

BTEAMBOAT INSPECTION SERVICE

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I eall up Sen-
ate bill 1724, to amend section 4414 of the Revised Statutes of
the United States, as amended by the act approved July 2,
1918, to abolish the inspection districts of Apalachicola, Fla,,
and Burlington, Vt., Steamboat Inspection Service.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar, and the
House auntomatically resolves itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. GREEN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the bill may be considered in the House as
in Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks
unanimons consent that the bill may be considered in the
House as in Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none. The Clerk will report the bill

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the first paragraph of section 4414 of the
Revised Statutes of the United States, as amended by the act of Con-
gress approved July 2, 1918, be, and is hereby, amended by striking
out the words “Apalachlcola, Fla.,” and “and Burlington, Vt.," and
by inserting the word "“and” immediately before the words * Point
Pleasant,” so that the said paragraph as amended shall read as
follows:

" BEC. 4414, There shall be in each of the following collection dis-
tricts, namely, the districts of Philadelphia, Pa,; San Francisco, Calif,;
New London, Conn.; Baltimore, Md.; Detroit, Mich.; Chicago, Il ;
Bangor, Me.: New Haven, Conn.; Michlga.n Mich. ; Milwaukee, Wis. ;
Willamette, Oreg’ ; Puget Sound, Wash, ; Snmnunh Ga.; Pittsburgh,
Pa.; Oswego, N. Y.; Charleston, S. C.: Duluth, Minn.; Superior,
Mich. ; Galveston, Tex.; Mobile, Ala.; Providence, R. I.; and in each
of the following ports: New York, N. Y.; Jacksonville, Fla.; Tampa,
Fla.; Portland, Me.; Boston, Mass.; Buffalo, N. Y.; Cleveland, OHio;
Todedo, Ohio; Norfolk, Va.; Evansville, Ind.; Dubuque, Iowa; Louis-
ville, Ky.; Albany, N. Y.; Cincinnatl, Ohio; Memphis, Tenn.; Nash-
ville, Tenn.; St. Louis, Mo,; Port Huron, Mich,; New Orleans, La.;
Los Angeles, Calif.; Junmeau, Alaska; 8t. Michael, Alaska; and Point
Pleasant, W. Va.; Honolulu, Hawaii; and San Juan, P. R., one
inspector of hulls and one inspector of boilers.”

SgC. 2. That the seventh paragraph of section 4414 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States, as amended by the act of Congress
approved July 2, 1918, be, and is hereby, amended by striklng out the
words * and Apalachicola, Fla.;" and “ Burlington, Vt.;"” and by in-
serting the word * and " immediately before the word “ Bangor,” so that
the said paragraph as amended shall read as follows:

“ For the districts of Pittsburgh, Pa.; New Haven, Conn.; Savannah,
Gn. ; Charleston, 8. C.; Galveston, Tex,; New London, Conn.; Superior,
Mich ; and Bangor, Me,; and the ports of Dubuque, Iowa; Toledo,
Obhio; Evansville, Ind.; Memphis, Tenn.; Nashville, Tenn.; Point
Pleasant, W. Va.; Jacksonville, Fla.; Tampa, Fla.; Louisville, Ky.;
and Cincinnati, Ohio, at the rate of $2,100 per year for each loecal
inspector.”

Skc. 3, That this act shall be effective on and after the date of
its approval.

The SPEAKER.
bill.

The bill was ordered to be read a t.l:llrd time, was read the
third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, a motion to re-
consider the vote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the
table,

The question is on the third reading of the

THE M'NARY-HAUGEN BILL

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp on the McNary-Haugen bill by
printing certain questions I addressed to the Illinois Agricul-
tgral Association, their reply to the same, and my comments
thereon.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tilinois asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the REcorp by printing
certain questions he addressed to the Illinois Agricultural Asso-
ciation, their reply to the same, and his comments thereon. Is
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr, RAINEY. Mr, Speaker, on March 12 last, T received a
communication from Hon. 8. H. Thompson, president of the
Illinois Agricultural Association, demanding that I support
the MeNary-Haugen bill *earnestly, unqualifiedly, and ae-
tively ” and that I vote for it

I af once addressed a number of courfeous questions to
Mr. Thompson in his representative capacity asking him to
answer them as soon as possible, so that I could print my
questions and his answers in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD,
Over three weeks after he received my communication he sent
me the answers which I now print in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD.

I print first, however, my reply to his answer, and after that
my question and his answers to the same.

REpLY oF HON. HEXRY T. RAINBY, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM ILLINOIS,
T0 COMMUNICATION OF Hox. 8, H. THOMPSON, PRESIDENT OF THE
ILLINOIS AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION, WHICH WAS MAILED IN CHI-
CAGO, APRIL 2, 1924,

WasHINGTON, D. C., April 9, 192}

My Dear Mgr. THOMPSON : On March 12 I received from you, speak-
ing for the Illinois Agricultural Association, an emphatic * demand "
that I actively support and vote for the McNary-Haugen bill,

In your communication you advised me that you had called together
your farm bureau presidents to study this measure, and that 88 of
them on March 6 last, in convention assembled In Chicago, studied
this measure and all the other measures for relief pending before the
Agricultural Committee and unanimously reached a conclusion that the
McNary-Haugen bill was the “ soundest legislation” among all the
proposed relief measures, and your “ demand” therefore came as the
result of this conference.

Having received from you such a peremptory demand, I at once sent
to you a communication containing a number of courteous guestions
and requested a speedy reply, inasmuch as the matter-was being con-
gidered by the committee and might come up soon in the House. As
an Illinois Farm Bureau member I was entitled to a courteous answer
to my inguiries, and I think also te an answer within a reasonable
perfod of time. As a Member of Congress representing an agricultural
district and charged with responsibilities, I was entitled to a cour-
teous and speedy answer,

On April 4, three weeks and two days later, I recelved your reply.
Your reply is dated March 81, but the envelope shows it was not mailed
from Chieago until April 2. Before the date of your letter and on
March 30, you sent out to newspapers what purported to be a
résumé of your answers to my questions, but which was in reality a
slanderous personal attack on me, insinuating that I was Improperly
infiuenced by certain interests. 1 received newspapers from my district
containing this attack_befora I received your answer. Your evident
intention was that the venom of your malicious reply should sink deep
before I had an opportunity to answer. Do you, representing the
farmers of Illinols, regard this as fair treatment? Was it even good
“ gportsmanship "? Was it not In reality maliclons and cowardly?

A few days after you recelved my questions, however, you came all
the way to Washington, and to my office, to tell me verfally, In effect,
that you were unacquainted with questions of finance and economics,
and that you could not answer. In other words, you were a frank and
avowed incompetent, and at the expense of the farm bureau members
of Illinois, of whom I am one, you ¢ame all the way to Washington
to tell me this. You need not have gone to that expense and trouble.
Evidence as to your incompefency is ample, and yon need not even
have admitted it

1 addressed a telegram to you in duplicate as soon as I received
your letter, sending it to you at Quincy and Chicago, asking you who
wrote your letter, and telling you that I wanted this information before
I answered it. I have walted until to-day, and you have not had the
courtesy to reply to that communication, although I asked you to
reply by wire. You did not write the letter. You have simply per-
mitted yourself to become a sewer through which some wild-eyed
Bolshevik has poured a personal attack on me. In some way in
addressing to you courteous gquestions I seem to have been gullty of
lese majesty.

When in this reply I refer to * your letter " please understand that
I know you did not write it.
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I am' going to print your letter, however, with this answer In the
CoXGRESSIONAL REcomp, as I said I would; and I also print it because
it is a literary curiosity. I doubt whether im any article of similar
length so much personal abuse, so many scandalous statements, so many
direct falsehoods, so many statements of economie unfruths, have ever
been assembled. 5

You speak, however, for a powerful organization in IllInels, with
many thousand members, and therefore your letter requires a reply.

A $800,000 BUDGET AND A CHALLENGE

A recent {ssue of the Prairie Farmer brings to me the Information
that the 1924 budget of the Illinols Agricultural Assoclation amounts to
$300,000. And that paper also very properly calls attention to the fact
that this is “a tremendous amount of money to be spent by a farmers’
organization, and the responsibility on the officers to see that this money
{s wisely expended, and in such a way as to secure real results from the
membership; is a heavy ome.” I quite agrees with this suggestion of the
Prairie Farmer, Farmers of Illinois are mot making any money this
year, but the demands of your association on theém for dues have not
been lessened. Your assoclation has its offices in Chicago in many
rooms sumptuously furnished, with a large personnel of highly pald
people—with & large number of clérks and stenographers; with lecture
rooms ; mahogany desks and gwivel chairs for your prinecipal officers,
Do you not think it is proper for the farmers of Illinois to find out Liow
you propose to expend this fund, and how you have expended the funds
they have contributed in the past? How much of it are you going to
expend thig year in sending highly paid lecturers out through the State
of Illinols preaching the doctrines of Bolshevism, to which you now seem
committed? How much of it have you spent for this purpose In the
past? Who were these lecturers? To what politieal party did they be-
long? Those I have heard have all belonged to one political party, and
some of them have been candidates for office in Illinois at the time you
sent them out., I have never heard that your accounts have been
audited. Will you be willing to select a competent firm of accountapts
to investigate your aecounts and find ont what you have been deing
with all the money you have been collecting from farmers in Illinois?
Wiil you be willing to let me see the accountants personslly whom you
may select before they commence thelr investigations, and make some
suggestions to them as to what they should investigate? Will you be
willing to have them examine the vouchers you have received? How
much did the junket of the 88 farm bureaw presidents in Illinois 1o
Chicago, and their entertainment, cost the farmers of IMlinois? T ad-
dressed a letter to your organization some time ago asking for this ia-
formation, but, of course, have received no reply. This junket must have
eost the farmers of Illinois a considerable amount of money—not less
than $2,000, and probably much more than that. And what a wonders
ful convention it must have been to have reached its couclusions so
quickly.

The committee in charge of the many farm bills for relief here in
Washington have been considering these bills for months, and they
have been considering them for three weeks since you made this * de-
mand " on me, and bhave agreed to very material amendments to the
bill you *“demanded” I support ungualifiedly—jost as it was.

Who presented these matters to this eonvention of farm burean
presidents? Was the other slde of the question presented at all? TUn-
questionably mot, or their decision could not have been unanimous.
And, it the case was presented to themr ag you have presented it to
me in your reply to my questions, it was unfairly and untruthfully
presented.

THR CHALLENGE

Will you be willing to meet me this summer in joint dehates before
the farm institutes of Illinois to discuss the merits of the hill you
are champlioning, if the remedy it proposea should still be an issue at
that time; and will you accept my challenge also to discuss at that
time the conditions in your bureau, its extravagant expenditures, its
Junkets—Including your own? As these facts may be disclosed by the
investigation I have suggested, I would like to have an answer to this
challenge at some reasonable time in the future. If you decline to
accept it on the theory that you are incompetent to discuss these gues-
tions, then I respectfully insist that you should resign the high posi<
tion you now hold and permit some one to be elected president of the
Illinois Agricultural Association who is capable of defending it and
who will accept the challenge I have tendered you. I will pay my own
expenses over the State. Yeurs, of course, will be paid out of com-
tributions made by the farmers of Illinois.

EXPANSION AND FIAT MOXEY

In your answer to my communication you consume much space In
Yyour denial that' the serip to be Issuwed by this bill will operate to
expand our currency, and you advise me that my suggestions are “{I
mformed ™ and ** almost without coherence.” In reply to this I desire
to suggest that many prominent financlers (all of them that I have
Heard from) do not agree with you, but hold that it, fogether with the
obligations you expect to issue;, will operate to expand our currency
god will be anm iIncrease fn our * circulating media” without the
glightest imerease in our gold base. ‘The serip” you propose to issue is

absolntely “fiat” The purchaser of any of the basic commodities
enumerated In your bill is compelled fo pay good money for a certain
amount of scrip and purchase it from a postmaster. The scrip on its
face will, of course, indfcate the amount of dollars paid by -the pur-
chaser for it, and the scrip so Issued can be passed from hand to hand
Just as any “ circulating media " is passed from hand to hand. It
may be tendered and accepted as payment for any article sold in any
market. It will ba more uncertain in value than the German mark
or the French frane, and is to be finally, at some remote time, at least
a year after its issue, redeemed in good money with a gold base in anm
amount expressed in dollars and cents. Ifs ultimate redemption valoe
will be determined not by any method before this time applied by any
commercial State to its elreulating media. Its value will depend upon
the losses sustained by the corporation created by the proposed law,
and, of course, the amount of losses will be highly speculative. This
scrip will be hawked about and sold im bucket shops and on exchanges
exactly as German marks and French francs are now dispesed of. It
will be more highly speculative, however, in its values than either the
German mark or the French frame. In amount it may easily exceed
one-fifth of the entire volume of currency we now have in eirculation,
and in addition to that the bill proposes to permit the corporation it
creates to lssue bonds and evidences of indebtedness to an unlimited
amount, all of which will have a speculative value; and in order to
keep them from having a real value there is to be Included in every
bond se issued & statement to the effect that although its issue is
authorized by the Government, the Government will not guarantee the
payment of any part of i{t. I understand from your rather obseurs
references that you admit an Issue of bonds of this kind could be
expansion, and your amswer to my questions in this particular alse
clearly establishes that it i8 expansion of the most dangerous character,

INCREASE IN NUMBER OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

In reply to my suggestion In this particular you nonchalantly say
that as a result of this legislation * there will not be many thousand
employees.” I wonder If you know how rapidly the number of office-
holders and others who derive their incomses from the taxes farmers
pay is increasing, For example, In 1897 we had 237 “ deputies and
agents™ on the Federal pay rolls, and it was claimed there would not
be any more, In 1907 the country was startled fo know as the result
of a speech made on the Senate floor by a great Senator that the
number of “deputies and agents ™ had increased to 3,000, Do you
know how many there are now? At present there are over 25,000
deputies and agents on the Government pay rolls, and nonchalantly
you say that the organization you hope to create will not “add many
thousand to this number.” The number of officeholders and pensioners
who draw $500 a year and more fhan that from the Government and
Federal bondholders who draw as much as §500 a year and more than
that from the Government have Increased enormously, until there are
now 0,000,000 of them. Counting them and their dependents, there
are between 25,000,000 and 30,000,000 in the United States who
derive their income out of taxes paid by farmers and others. There
are only about 105,000,000 people In the Tnited States who are en-
gaged In work as real wealth producers, and over half that number
are farmers, Therefore every farmer in the United States has now
on' his shoulders two wealth consumers, and you propose to add to
that number “ not many thousand.”

THE GOVERNMENT IN BUSINESS—BOLSHEVISM

Youn deny vigorously and repeatedly In a number of places In your
answer that the Government will be involved In business or industrial
operations of any kind if this bill becomes a law. This statement
you so repeatedly make i elther the result of dense ignorance as to
what the bill contains or is willfully false. Under the * special powers ™
in the bill you indorse the corporation created is authorized “to
acquire, construct, maintain, and dlspose of or acguire the rights of
operation of " the following facilities: Storage warehouses; facilities
for transportation; facilities for processing the commodities men-
tioned in the bill”; and the commodities mentioned in the bill are
*“wheat, flour, corn, raw cotton, wool, ecattle, sheep, swine, or any
food product of cattle, sheep, or swine.”

What happens when you acquire, comstruct, or maintain any of
these things? The only limitation contained in these powers is * that
there ghall not be acquired by purchase or construction” a rallroad
or other facility for transportation unless the commission also created
by the bill approves of such purchase or conmstruction, and that is
not much of a limitation, You can acquire any of the other things
mentioned even by purchase or construction without asking the com-
mission appointed by the bill for its approval. The term * acquire”
is broad Indeed, and If this bill is constitutional it might also include
conflscation ; and what are the facilities for processing the commodities
above described? Why, of course, flonr mills, packing houses, stoek-
yards, woolen mlills, cotton mills, ete.. What are yon going to do
with storage warehouses, railroads, flour mills, cotton mills, woolen
mills, and all the ofher facllities for processing these commodities
when you acquire them, or construct them, or lease them? Is the
Government golng fo permit them to remain idle? It will require
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many billions of dollars to accomplish all this, if it is to be accom-
plished by construction or purchase, If the Government is not going
to transact business in these various facilities when they are con-
structed or acquired, what is the Government going to do with them?
Permit them to stand idle? Why will not the bill you Indorse put
the Government into business under the “ special powers” section
of the bill to which I have called attention? And, under this section
of the bill, if it ean be passed and If there i3 emough publie sentiment
in this eountry to permit it, this great country In a day can swing
into Bolshevism. As a result of the Russlan revolution, Lenin and

Trotzkl never attained greater powers than you demand that Congress
ghall eonfer in this bill upon the ecommission and the corporation you

create in the bill; and if all these powers can be conferred, will it
not easily follow that the Government will take over also the land as
the soviets of Russia did after the revolution? The Bolshevik organi-
gations in Chicago, which plan the overthrow of this Government, and
are financed with Russian gold for that purpose, must be delighted
with the things you expect to accomplish in this bill. No reign of
terrorism they can ever initiate, with its attendant murders and burn-
ings, counld ever accomplich more than you seek to accomplish in this
bill, A reading of the section to which I ecall attention makes further
comment along this line absolutely unnecessary.

You insist that the bill does not create a new department of the
Government—It simply authorizes a corporation and a commission to
do these things, and that the expenses are to be sustained by the
farmers, and if there Is any loss it will be sustained by the farmers.
What sheer nonsense this statement is. To start with, the bill takes
$200,000,000 from the Treasury of the United States and gives it to
a corporation which is authorized to issue serip and bonds, both in
an amount absolutely unlimited. It is estimated that the personnel
that will be required to carry on these tremendous operations will be
secand only to the personnel of the Post Office Department. What's
the use of splitting hairs as to terms? This bill, in fact, creates
a department of this Government—I do not care what you ecall it—
more important, more far-reaching in its possibilities than all other
departments of this Government combined.

You insinuate in your answer that I have a “ mentor "—that I am
influenced by certain special interests., I deny and resent this slan-
derous insinuation, but if I do have a * mentor,” and if I am controlled
in reaching my conclusions by special interests, I hope I do not have
the same “ mentor* you evidently have, and I hope I amr not con-
trolled by the same interests which evidently control you. You ask
me what I have read on this subject.

Do you know who drew the hill for which you stand? Do you know
with what speclal interests he is connected—and most questionably
connected? Have you read those records which are easily available
and which disclose the character of his activities in the past? For
fear you have not, I am going to call your attention to him, and to
suggest something for you to read.

CHARLES J. BRAND

The bill yon champion was drawn by a Boclallst who 1s employed
here in the Department of Agriculture. The bill was prepared by
Charles J. Brand. That fact is undergtood here in Washington. I
know him and he told nre he drew it. I am going to tell you some-
thing abont him. You can easily verify my statements by reading
available public documents, The Federal Trade Commission here in
Washington in 1917 and 1018, while investigating the Swift files
found in the files a document. It had many of its passages under-
gcored in red. It went into detail as to certain methods of meeting
and overcoming the result of the investigation of the packers under
the Borland bill. At that timre Charles J. Brand was at the head of
the Bureau of Markets of the Department of Agriculture, and these
doenments so discovered show that Mr. Brand was to be persuaded by
the packers while he was Chief of the Bureau of Markets to juggle
figures for them—I now quote from the document so found—*so as
to prove conclusively that at nmo time over any period long enough to
be reliable does the profit of the packer on beef vary more than, say,
25 cents per head,” ete. In order to bring this about Brand was to
start the development of a publication that was to be known as
“ Brand's Automatic Best Seller.,”” An appointment was to be made
for Mr. Brand to address a great agricultural convention in a southern
State, at which he was to Inaugurate his program of misrepresenting
things for the packers. En route to the convention—I quote again
from the document so discovered in the packer's files—* it was agreed
that Mr. Louis F. Bwift, Mr. G. F. 8Swift, jr., or Mr. Harold H, Swift
should show Mr. Brand some attention while he was in Chicago, but
it was not decided definitely just what that would be.” In the light
of the investigations now in progress and the startling disclosures of
corruption and bribery which are being developed, it is perhaps not
dificult to imagine what attention Mr. Brand was to receive in
Chicago at the hands of the packers, although at the time the docu-
ment in gnestion was written it may not have been decided definitely
Just what it would be. Bob McManus was a notorlous packer lobbyist
here in Washington, and the letters so found ir the packer files con-
tained a further statement that—I quote again from the document—

“Mr. McManus is on very familiar terms with Mr. Brand, and could
perhaps handle the matter as satisfactorily as anyome.” If yon have
not read this report of the Federal Trade Commission, I suggest that
you get it and read it. The letters taken from the packer's files con-
tain many more damaging statements than I have enumerated above
with reference to Mr, Brand, and Mr. Brand is the author of the bill
you have indorsed.
A PACKERS’ BILL

The bill you have indorsed may, in reality, be a packers’ bill. If
the “special powers ™ section does not plunge the country Into Bolshe-
vism, the bill will be a packers’ bill, and, ofcourse, it was drawn by
& friend and an expert representative of the packers. The great flour-
mill industries of the country are vigorously opposing this bill, but
the packers are not, I have not heard of serious opposition from the
packers and there will be none. This bill furnishes them with an
opportunity to completely crush their rivals, the independent butchers
and the small packing houses.

In denying in your letter that this bill will put the Government in
the packing business, you intimate that what you hope to be able to
do is to commission existing grain, cotton, meat company, ete.,
to manufacture the products you expect fo buy or to process the same ;
the corporation you create to pay for the same out of the money it
derives from the sale of scrip, ete. It frequently happens that
400,000 to 500,000 food animals are disposed of in the great Chicago
markets in a single week. When you declare any emergency to exist
in the price obtained for food animals, you, of course, are compelled
to buy until you raise the price to the ratio price yon establish. What
are you going to do with them when you buy them? It would be
gquite an undertaking to have on your hands in a week 400,000 or
500,000 food animals. You must, of course, “ process” them, and if
you have not “acquired or constructed” or leased the facilitles for
doing it, you must pay the packers for doing it. What if they refuse
to do this processing for you? You must meet, of course, the charge
they make for it. The bill furnishes no method of compelling them
to do it for you. I do not think in time of peace a law could be en-
acted that could compel packing houses, cotton mills, or any of the
other facilities contemplated in your bill to work for your corporation
or your commission. Packers, of course, would demand exorbitant
fees. The attempt, then, to raise prices to the ratio price would con-
template, of course, A combination between the great packers and the
agency you create by this bill. Can you conceive of a bigger or more
destructive trust than this would be? And where would the local
butchers and the independents come in? The Government in com-
bination with the packers would crush every one of them in less than
a month, Of course, your corporation would quickly expend all of its
capital stock—its bonds and serip would be worth absolutely nothing
in a short space of time—and would collapse of its own weight, It
would contemplate an expenditure of hundreds of millions of dollars to
accomplish this. The Government could lose, or, if you prefer, the
corporation created by the Government, and the farmers who will have
rigsked so much. The inevitable collapse of the corporation you create
would leaye the packers In sbsolute and undisputed control of these
markets. The bill in this particular alone would inflict upon agricul-
ture a loss in a few days from which it eould not hope to recover
during the present generation. It would make more real Bolsheviki
in this country than Russia will ever be able to make, no matter what
may be her expenditures of gold here for that purpose. But you must
remember that this processing will continue indefinitely as to all the
other basic agricultural articles enumerated in this bill.

THE TARIFF

I read in amazement the statement in your letter that * when we
enacted the tariff we omitted the farmer from protection.” I am
wondering if you really believe that statement, or if it is prompted by
dense ignorance of our tariff laws, or if it is a deliberate falsehood. It
is one or the other of these three things. The farmer has had pro-
tection gince the farmers' emergency tariff bill in 1921 on every basic
commodity mentioned in this blll, except hogs, and he has had protec-
tion on hogs amounting to $1.50 a head since the general tariff bill of
1922, and the protection given him on all these articles is proportion-
ately as large when reduced to equivalent ad valorems as Is glven to
any other articles in the entire tariff schedules, including textiles.
This was one of the promises made in the last national Republican
platform and one of the promises which was kept literally. In addi-
tion to the protection on all the articles embraced in this bill the
farmer was given protection on everything else he produces. Protection
was also extended to all possible derivatives or substitutes for any of
these things and to all processed articles derived from anything the
farmer produces. For three years the farmer has been living under
this protection, and you do not seem to have found it out. The protec-
tion he has received in terms does not differ in the least from the pro-
tection given anyonme else, and it is just as high, perhaps higher. I
might mention that I am the author of the law which established the
United States Tariff Commission, designed to take the tariff out of
partisan politics, and for many years I have worked for this proposi-
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tion. I am not going to discuss It mow from a partisan standpoint,
but simply to call attention to facts, Of course, the items in the
bill which pretend to give protection to farmers were bunk proposi-
tions, intended to be effective only in the elections; and they have so
proven to be. The farmer sells his surplus on a forelgn market; so
does the manufacturer; but the farmer can not curtail his production.
The manufacturer can ecurtail production, and when he is confronted
with Jess demand In the home market and abroad for his product at
prices which do pot yield him the profit he desires he closes down, just
as mills are now closing down. The farmer can not do this. He must
keep on working and producing, no matter what price the market will
pay, and he must keep on exporting, Therefore, in his case protection
has failed. It did not do any good to tell farmers before the last
election that it would fail. They did not believe it. They know it
‘now. Again I gquote from your letter, and, for the first time, with
much interest and also with approval:

*You ask us to call your attention to a single instance in the
world of a satisfactory maintenance of price of food products over
a considerable period of time. We gladly hasten to comply—the
American doctrine of protection as applied to every food product
except those of which we export surplus.”

You are right about it. I thought you might answer the question
that way, and that was one reason for asking it. The doctrine of pro-
tection does raise the price of food produects. This does not help the
farmer any. The food products he raises are processed before the
tariff comes in, and then the tariff helps the manufacturer. It in-
creases his profits.

The farmer buys back from them for his own consumption the proe-
essed food products he himself produces, charged with the added profits
to the manufacturer made possible by the tariff, Youn are right about
it. It is perfectly plain, and is also perfectly plain that the tariff
increases the price of every other article the farmer is compelled to buy,
and the tariffs which increase the price to the farmers of these prod-
ucts are the acts of 1921 and the acts of 1922, passed under the present
administration, which repealed the low tariff rates in effect during the
prior administration. The tariff of course incréases the price of every-
thing the farmer is compelled to buy. The increased price the farmers
will be compelled to pay this year alone for the things they are com-
pelled to buy will be three times the amount the entire wheat crop of
the country will bring this year. Youn enter into an obseure and labored
discussion as to how you propose to maintain for farmers the ratio
price by applying the pre-war price for a period of years to an all-
commodities price as established by 404 commodities in the market at
the present time. I have read and studled your letter carefully. This
proposition is stark nonsense. It can not be dome. If it were possible
to inaugurate it and fo carry it out, it would start a vicions cirele of
wage and price increases which would result in tremendous disaster to
the farming industry. All the bill proposes to accomplish by this intrl-
cate and absurd process is to restore fair exchange value to the articles
the farmer produces. Of course that is the resnlt we all want to obtain.
But, inasmuch as you have admitted that the tariff raises the price of
the things the farmers are compelled to buy, why not establish the pre-
war exchange value of farm products by simply lowering the price of
the other commodities; and if the increases in the tariff which have
occurred in the last three years have raised these prices—and you admit
they have—will not a removal of the tariff decrease them? Why, of
course it will. Then why not simply remove the tariff and give to farm
products the exchange value they had under the low rates of the tariff
bill which was in effect when the exchange value you seek to reestablish
in faect existed? Is not this an easy and logical way to do it?

You find fault with me in your letter for not suggesting a method for
relieving farmers. I did suggest in my gquestions this method—not in
these terms, perhaps. You will find the suggestion in the next to the
last paragraph of the communication containing my questions addressed
to you, which you do not seem to have had either the intelligence to
understand or the fairness to comment upon, I simply make it here
again, in another way, and in connection with the admissions I knew
you would make. What do you think of it? How are you going to
answer it? Is not it the easiest method yet proposed of alleviating the
farmers' condition?

BENEFICIAL RESULTS OF THE M’NARY-HAUGEN BILL

In your communication to me yon say, “ Not once in your entire
screed do you refer to the beneficial result of this bill to the farmer.”
Your answer to me makes the matter very plain, It has removed any
doubt I ever had as to the bill. There can be no beneficial results to
the farmer from this bill. Enacting it into law would be like adminis-
tering a dose of poison to a dying man. It would guite complete the
disaster to which the unfortunate leadership of the past three years has
subjected him. The bill can not be amended to make it any better. It
ig baslely wrong. Thirty days of its operation would do the farmer
more harm than he can recover from in 30 years.

You intimate in your letter that yon are afraid I am not going to
support the MecNary-Haugen bill, This is the first correct conclusion
you have reached. Your own letter to me has made the matter ab-
solutely plain. The bill is dangerous and unsound in every particular,

DEVELOPING OFPOSITION TO THE BILL

I am not alone in the conclusions I have reached as to the unsound
and most dangerous character of the bill you champion. The Okla-
homa Wheat Growers’ Association is against it, and that industry
is quite as important in Oklahoma as it is in Illinois. I mote your
attacks in your answer to me on the Oklahoma Wheat Growers' As-
sociation, I am not going to answer them. They have demonstrated
they can take care of them. Their leaders are not Bolsheviki, and
have no sympathy with Bolshevism, Great agricultural papers in
Missourl, Iowa, Wisconsin, and other Btates are now opposing this
measure, Within the last three or four days Governor Davis, of
Kansas, himself a practical farmer, has refused to support this meas-

ure. The secretary of the Kansas Board of Agriculture declined at

a recent meeting in Topeka to sign a memorial asking Congress to
support this measure, It Is a hopeful sign that all over the country
opposition from the farmers and the farm newspapers is erystallizing
rapidly against the bill,

GEORGE E, ROBERTS

George E. Roberts is the financial adviser of the greatest financial in-
stitution in the world. For many years he was Director of the United
States Mint. He is recognized as an expert In mmtters of finance.
His advice is songht after everywhere, He is the author of many
pamphlets on finance and economics. He is the author of Money,
Wages, and Prices, a standard publication on these subjects. I copy
-here a letter I received from him as to the propriety of the questions
I submitted to you, and as to whether they are pertinent or not in
the matters they suggest., I prefer his approval to the combined
approval of all the Bolsheviki in Runssia and the United States, includ-
ing the approval of the gentleman who wrote your letter for you. His
letter is dated April 1, and reads as follows:

“My Dear Me, RAINEY: I was greatly interested to receive the
copies of your questions addressed to 8. H. Thompson, of the
Illinois Agricultural Association, relatlve to the MeNary-Haugen
bill, and also your circular letter of the 24th instant.

“1 am pleased to see that you are against the measure, which
seems to be on the whole about the most preposterous proposition
for legisiative action that I have ever seen obtain so much support.

“1 am getting many letters upon the subject and would like very
much to have a dozen eopies of your queries and of your circular
letter of the 24th instant, in order that I may inclose them in my
letters upon the subject.

“ Cordially yours, Georce E. ROBERTS.”

Sinee receiving the above letter I have recelved the following letter
from him dated April 7:

“My DEAR Mm. RAINEY: ] have your note of the Hth instant
and accompanying copies of your questionnaire. When I wrote
you before I had only dipped Into it hastily. Since then I have
read it all through and wish to congratulate you upon it. I think
it makes a very effective emposure of the fundamental fallacies and
complicated character of the measure.

“ Cordially yours,

THE TARIFF

The bill you champion can only be effective if the tariff is made a
complete embargo on all the articles mentioned in the bill, and on all
derivatives thereof, and all substitutes therefor, including, of course, all
articles processed therefrom.

HON. THOMAS 0. MARVIN, CHAIRMAN OF THE UNITED STATES TARIFF
COMMISSION

I do not desire to discuss the above proposition with you, but to sim-
ply call attention to the testimony two days ago before the Ways and
Means Committee of the chairman of the United States Tariff Com-
mission. At the request of the Committee on Agriculture, the Ways
and Means Committee of the House bas undertaken to investigate the
effect of the tariff propositions contained in the bill. I belong to the
Ways and Means Committee of the House. The committee has not
made its report. The hearings were had so recently they are not yet
in print and are not available, and will not be for two or three days.
The chairman of the commission appeared before the Ways and Means
Committee, accompanied by his expert on agricultural matters, who
also testified. Mr. Marvin is the leading tariff expert of the country.
He holds the high position of chairman of the United States Tariff
Commission. He is a man of talent, and of great ability, familiar
with this snbject. I sometimes différ with him as to the measure of
protection which should be accorded. He belongs to the high protec-
tive tariff school and is a Republican. Therefore, what he has to say
can be construed most strongly against the position you occupy.' I
have known him for many years. When I first knew him he was secre-
tary of the Home Market Club of Boston, standing for the highest pro-
tective tariff rates. After that he was editor of the Protectionist, a
high tariff organ. Of course, under the law, which a man of his con-
scientlous characteristics observes strictly, he is now engaged in mno
business or occupation and devotes all of his time iv the very im-
portant questions of tariff which come before the commission, The

GEORGE E, ROBERTS.”
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tariff testimony in full, so far as it relates to this bill, will soon be
available. I recommend that you get it at once and read it. Without
comment T quote here some extracts from. Mr. Marvin’s testimony :

“ Hon. TEHOMAS O. MarvIN (chairman of the United States Tariff

Commission). The rate weould practically have to be an embargo |

rate,

“Mr. Mipns. Then, for all practical purposes they might just
as well put in this bill that an embargo shall apply under these
conditions?

“ Mr, MarvIN, Unquestionably, the simpler, the more direct way
of accomplishing the purpose would be that.

“Mr. RaINEY. Mr. Marvin, the embargo proposition you are dis-
cussing must extend only to these basic raw agricultural commodl-
ties under this amended bill ; isn't that true?

*Mr. Marvix. Do you eliminate the articles made from those
basic products? {

“Mr. RarxeEY. That Is what I am going to come to. Apparently
from this bill It is limited in this amended bill to basic agricul-
tural commodities enumerated in section 2 of the bill,

“Mr. MainviN. Yes.

*Mr. RaineY. The bill contemplates a possible dumping at very
low prices abroad, perhaps lower than here, of the raw commodities
produced in the United States. They may be dumped abroad at
less than they are sold for here?

“Mr, MarviN, Yes, sir.

“Mr. Rarney. Now, we have a tremendous railroad mileage
whiclh extends into the sections of the country, with its various
ramifications, where they produce these raw commodities, in the
‘West and in the Middle West. What is to prevent these raw com-
modities from being carried across the border into Canada—and, of
course, they are valueless as foodstuffs or for any other purpose
unless they are processed—and what Is to prevent them from being
processed In Capada, just across the border, and if they are pro-
cesged there the innumerable products, the breakfast foods, and
everything else that goes with it, can be brought in at the present
tariff rates, so far as this bill is concerned. Now, In order to make
it effective wounld it not be necessary to Increase the tariff not only
on these raw commodities but on these innumerable other processed
commodities ?

“Mr. MarvIN. Unquestionably so.

“ Mr, RarseY, To keep them from being brought back into the
United States?

*“Mr. MarviN. Yes, sir.

# Mr, RarxeY. And if you follow this phraseclogy In section 801,
as they propose to amend it, which merely seeks to establish a
tariff embargo on the basic raw commodities, if you follow it up
and make it effective, would it not be necessary to raise the tariff
on every derivative from these commodities; otherwise those de-
rivatives, almost Innumerahble, would be brought back and sold at
guch a low rate as to disturb the entire economic structure of this
country?

“Mr, Manviy, That seems absolutely correct to me.

“Mr, HawrLey, I think you will want to reflect on that a little
before you admit the correctness of it

“Mr, Marviy. Well, Mr. HiwLeyY, if a price is established, say,
for wheat at 59 cents above the level of prices in the world mar-
ket, the increascd cost of producing the prodncts made from
wheat must bear, of course, that increased price of wheat. If the
duty on flour, feeds, and other wheat products were not increased
the wheat products would come in and make it impossible to sell
the processed wheat products made in the United States. There
would be no market for them because of the lower price at which
the imported products: could be sold, and there would be no market
really for the producer of wheat. The corporation that i pro-
vided for here, it seems to me, might be calle? upon to take not
only the surplus wheat but practically a very large part of’ if,

“Mr. HAwLEY. That concedes, then, that all of the industries
which manuofaeture wheat products will or may be transferred
out of the United States, and I do not belleve that would happen.

“Mr. Mapvine Well, I would not go so far as to say that they

would all be. There will be some parts of the United States where |

transportation rates' and local conditions would make it impos-
pible, perhaps, for the foreign' competitive article to reach that
market, but a very conslderable part of the market would be
affected..

"t “Mr. Youvg. You are speaking mow of breakfast foods and |

other things of that kind made out of wheat?

“Ay. Manvin, Yes, sir. I was only using wheat as an Illus-
tration. It is nmot, perhaps, as good an illustration as some of the
other commodities.

L L * L L L3 *®

“Mr, MARVIN. To meet an emergency a measure what I regard
a8 an emergency measure has been proposed. It is in conflict with
the operation of economie law. You can mot repeal the law of
supply and demand. Temporarily you cam modify its effects, but

in the attempt to change or to modify the effect of economic laws
results will be produced that are not contemplated at the start,
and will probably cause a great deal more distress, danger, and
trouble than the remedy proposed. * * * Attempts have been
made through the centuries to accomplish that purpose, never
successfully. You have seew the recent attempts in Russia, the
efforts to soclalize all industry, to control all industry by gov-
ernment decree, and the collapse of a mighly empire {8 the re-
sult, * * * Tt geems to me, Mr. Chairman, that the adoption
of a provision of that kind could' result only in untold confusion.
“Mr. BaiNey, This bill attempts to do some things that Eng-
land tried to do 70 years ago and falled.
“Mr. Marviy. Yes, sir; and you recall, was it not about 18435
that England repealed her corn laws?
“Mr, Raaxey. And I recall also that it resulted ultimately in
a free-trade England.
“Mr, MARVIN, Yes, sir™
LI have angwered your communication. I hope I have made my
position plain. I again repeat my challenge—for yon to meet me in
debate before audiences of farmers after the adjournment of Congress
this summer. I regret I can not now leave my official dutles, or 1
would insist that the debates occur at once,
Yery truly yours,
Hayery T. RAINEY,
Member of Congress, Twentietli District of Ilinois.
In re McNary-Haugen bill

Mr. Speaker, I now print in the Recorp my courteous com-
munication of March 12 last, in which I addressed to Mr.
Thompson, as president of the Illineois Agricultural Associa-
tion, certain questions concerning the MeNary-Haugen bill
I follow it with the reply I received from him dated March 31,
but which he did not mail until April 2, and which was given
out to the press even before the date it bears:

M’NARY-HAUGEN BILL—HENRY T. RAINEY TO ILLINOIS AGRICULTURAL AS~
SOCIATION
WasHINeTON, D, C., March 12, 192},
Hon. 8. H, THOMrSON,
Ilinois Agrieultural Association,
608 South Dearborn Btrcet, Chicago, I

My Dear Mu. THOMPSON: I am in receipt of your communication in
the matter of the MeNary-Haugen bill. I am studying the bill now. It
contalns many most objectionable features, I think If it passes it will
be vetoed by the President.

I am a farmer, and live on my own farm, and farm it myself. I am
also a member of the farm advisory committee of 15, appointed by our
Ilinols State University, and am therefore much interested in this sub-
Ject.

I started out with the intention of supporting this bill, if possible,
for the reasons that farm organizations were indorsing it. But the
more ] study it the less I think of it. I am assuming that the Illinols
Agricnitural Association In a matter as Important as this is to agri-
culture has thoroughly studied the question before committing itself to
the  proposition, and before the association reached the conclusion to
“hereby request, urge, insist, and demand that our Representatives in
Congress earnestly, unqualifiedly, and actlvely support and vote for this
emergency rellef measure and use all thelir Influence and power to secure
the enactment of this measure at the earliest possible date.”

The Ilinois Agricultural Asssoclation, therefore, has so thoroughly
committed itself to this measure that I feel that I am entitled to be
advised by you, representing the association, as to some of the proposals
in the bill which seem to me to be exceedingly objectionable. I am
anxious to have your views as to the matters which I will attempt to

.outline. Imasmuch as the matter may come up very soon, and inasmuch

as you speak for the Illinols Agricultural Assoclation, I am therefore
urging and insisting that yon furnish me a discosslon from your view-
point of the matters I suggest below at the earliest possible moment :

1. The bill proposes an issue of * scrip,” which will evidently not ba
less in: amount than $200,000,000 or $300,000,000; and if the bill is
made to apply to all the commodities enumerated in the bill, the issue
of “ serlp " may amount to several times that amount. The only thing
we know definitely about this issue, as to its value, Is that it will never
be worth its face. It will not on its face purport to be legal tender,
but it can be passed from hand to hand just as a coupon bond is passed
from hand to hand.

(a) Under the above circumstances will it not in reality operate to
bring about a period of expansion in our curreney?

(b} An issue of “serip" of this kind may amount to as much as

~one-fifth of our present cirenlating medium. Would not its issue in

the amounts I have indicated, or even in smaller amounts, in effect
Increase our circulating medium without increasing in' the least onr

_gold base?

(¢) Do you think farmers would be satisfled with.a “serip™ issue
in part payment for their wheat, which will have an indefinite value,
and which may have no value?
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2. Inasmuch as the *serip” In question ean be passed from hand to
hand, and inasmuch as it is redeemable in the hands of the ultimate
holder when the time comes to redeem, will it not always have a specu-
lative value; and is it not likely to be quoted in bucket shops and
gimilar places; and will not its vague and unsettled values have a de-
moralizing effect on agriculture and commerce generally in the United
Btates?

3. When the law is applied to the livestock Industry, as it will be,
will not the law make it necessary for the Government to go into the
business of slaughtering and packing food animals? Can you think
of any way by which, under this bill, the entry of the Government

into this great industry, one of the greatest in the world, can be |

avoided?

(a) It could be avoided, of course, by resorting to the primitive
methods of long ago and exporting food animals alive. Would you
advise that the Government resort to this obsolete’ method? What
wonld the effect on agriculture be if we turned back the clock of
progress in marketing and handling food animals and resort to these
methods abandoned so long ago?

{b) Have you any idea as to what immediate investment the Gov-
ernment would be required to make in packing plants, stockyards,
terminals, ete.?

(e) What would the effect of the entry of the Government be into
the packing business upon the great packing industry we now have
in the United States?

(d) How would the Government’'s entering into an industry of that
kind, Involving perhaps the expenditure of billions of dollars in rail-
road switches, terminals, yards, packing plants, cold-storage ware-
houses, refrigerator cars, ete., be financed?

{e) Would you finance it by issuing * serip ” ?

(f) Would you finance it by a Federal bond issue?

(g) If by a bond issue, would you issue tax-free bonds?

(h) What effect would a bond issue of this kind have upon our
market at the present time, when Government 4% per cent bonds are
not yet selling at par?

(1) Would it not have the effect of still further depressing on the
market the value of bonds now in the hands of citizens of the United
States?

(j) What interest rate would you make? If a 43 per cent Gov-
ernment bond will not sell at par now, what rate would you expect
to make these bonds in order to get purchasers to take them at par?

(k) If you make a higher rate than 4% per cent, would it not still
furthier decrease the market value of our outstanding issues?

4, In view of the fact that the expenses of the Government are
continually inecreasing; that all classes of Government employees are
demanding, and will receive very scon, largely increased compensation,
is it not time to keep the Government out of business as much as
possible, especially when that business will involve an additional
indebtedness of the Government and more interest for taxpayers to
pay?

6. Do you not think the vague, indefinite method of maintaining a
price level provided for In this bill is unworkable and impracticable,
and that in the end the farmer will be the greatest sufferer from its
imposition, if it should become a law?

6. The bill applies to wool. When we import more than half our
requirements of wool, how can a ratio price affect wool, the object
of this bill being essentially to take care of our exportable surplus,
and by obtaining the very best world price for our exportable surplus
keep up the domestic price? In the matter of wool, however, we
have no exportable surplus, We use twice as much wool as we pro-
duce.

T+ Would not the ratio price of cotton be now below the present
price? TUnder these circumstances, what benefit would cotton derive
from this bill?

8. Please explain how this bill can be arranged so as to apply to
hogs and cattle in such a way that the farmer will be benefited to any
degree by ita application.

0. Is it not true that it is intended that the bill have no real appli-
cation except as to wheat?

10, If wheat is to be the only product upon which the law will
operate, is it not true that the remaining products are put into the
bill for political purposes only, in the hope that farmers will be fooled
into belleving they are going to get some advantage out of the passage
of this legislation?

11. Inasmuch as Congress so far has passed every plece of alleged
remredial legislation farm organizations bave asked, is it not time to
Iquire into what benefits farmers have derived from the legislation
Presumably passed at the demand of the farm bloe in Congress and
agricultural associations?

(a) Has the farmer benefited by the protective tariff Congress has
given him on practically everything he produces?

(b) I notice that hogs are now going up on the Chicago markets.
Is this due to the protective tariff? :

(e) Would it not be advisable for the Illinois Agricultural Association
to advocate a reduction in the tarilf on all articles the farmer buys?

- discount.

(d) Isit the position of the Illinois Agricultural Association that the
tariff does not add to the price the farmer pays for things he is com-
pelied to purchase?

12. Can you explain why the bill does not include in its provislons
rye, oats, and barley?

() Is it not true that in certain countries to which we export
wheat rye is used Interchangeably with wheat, and the priee of wheat
is affected very directly by the price of rye?

(b) If the above is true—and I think you will answer that it is—
then why not ineclpde rye in the provisions of this bill?

13. If we raise artificially the price of all farm products to cor-
respond with the level of prices of all commodities, will we not he
compelled also to raise the all-commodity index; and if we do that,
how in point of fact can we ever get these prices into adjustment with
the basic ratio price?

14. Where is the ratio price to be applied? Is it to be based on
New York, Chicago, or some other point?

(a) Will there be different ratio prices for all these terminals?

(b) How will the ratio price be reflected back to the farmer through
the loeal elevator?

(e) There are a number of classes of wheat and a number of grades
within each class, and how can the intrinsic value of each class and
grade to the miller be controlled by ratio prices established by the
Government?

(d) If the miller buys the grade which represents the best value for
the ratio price, what will be the effect on the market of the less val-
uable grades?

(e) Will not the miller buy only on a limited basis; will he not buy
wheat only to fill orders he is able to get for flour at a price which
will protect him?

(f) Is it not true that the miller will be unable to make flour for
the export trade at all unless he is assured against loss?

(g) Is there any authority in the bill by which the miller can be
indemnified against possible loss?

(h) If he is not indemnified against loss, will he not desert the
foreign field for his products? ;

(i) What effect would this have upon the farmer if the miller re-
fuses to take chances and engage in the business of exporting flour?

15. Is it not true-that the consdmption of wheat in the United States
fluctuates from one year to another more than 1 bushel per capita—
110,000,000 bushels a year?

(a) Is it not true that wheat is bharvested somewhere in the world
every month in the year?

(b) It to each of the above questions your answer is “ yes,” then
how is it possible to estimate months in advance the questions of pro-
duction, exportable surplus, or foreign prices?

{e) If it is impossible to so estimmte in the above matters, how can
a ratio price be estnblished ?

16. What will be the expense of the operation of the agencies of the
Government contemplated in this bill?

{a) How many employees will there be?

(b) Will there not be many thousand employees?

17. Does not the ultimate walue of the * scrip” depend upon the
loss made on foreign sales and the expense of operating the Govern-
ment's agencies? If the * serip ™ so issued depends on these uncertain
elements, and if it ean be transferred, does it not present a splendid
opportunity for speculation and fraud?

(a) If it does furnish such opportunities, are the penalties provided
sufficient, inasmuch as they are only eclvil penalties?

18. At the present time there are frauds in every department of the
Government so far investigated, and civic honesty seems to be at a
Even Cabinet members have been bribed.

(a) When conditions are as above indicated, is it not unwise to
create another department such as is contemplated in this bill, and
with a large personnel of officials, all of whom would be subjected to
unusual temptations in the matter of bribes, etc.?

19. During the period of the World War, and since then, is it not
true that every sort of experiment in Government control of food
prices has been tried in this country and abroad?

(a) Can you point to any method so far adopted by this Government
in the matter of controlling food prices which has been successful?

(b) Has not every method adopted so far in numerous bills passed
by Congress, all of which your organization has advoeated, resulted
merely in increasing the overhead of farmers by giving them more
enticing opportunities for borrowing money ?

(e) Will you call my attention to a single instance in the world of
a satisfactory maintenance of price of food products over a conslder-
able period time?

20. Is It not true that the only way to maintain a price Is to bhave
; b!;!'er willing and able to take everything offered at the price speci-

ed

(a) Will this bill have that effect?

21. If the fixed price is high enough to do the farmer any good,
will it not have the effect of increasing the acreage?
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(a) Your answer to the above must, of course, be yes; and if the
acreage is increased and tbe produetion of the product Is continually
increased, will not the increased production make it always more and
more difficult to maintain a price level?

22, In the same mall which brought me your letter this morning 1
received information to the effect that the Oklahoma Wheat Growers'
Assoclation, consisting of 11,000 producers of wheat, denounce the
McNary-Hangen bill as a new and dangerous burden to be borme by
the farmer.

(a) Oklahoma is a great wheat-producing State. They produce
about as much wheat as we do in Illinois, In 1920 they produced
over 54,000,000 bushels.” In that year we produced im Illinois only
45,000,000 bushels. The 1920 wheat production in Oklahoma is a
larger production than we have ever attained in Illinois from 1909 to
the present time, except in 1922, when we produced slightly more
than this.

(b) Oklahoma farmers are more vitally interested in wheat than
Illinois. farmers. Their production' of corn in Oklahoma Is negligible
as compared to our production. They produce usually about omne-
fifth as much corn in Oklahoma as we produce.

(e} It is therefore reasonable to suppose that the Oklahoma Wheat
Growers' Association have given as much study to the subject as the
INinois Agricultural Association.

(1) How do you account for the absolutely different conclusion
reached by the Oklahoma wheat experts as contrasted with the conclu-
ston your organization has reached?

(e} What is a Member of Congress to do when two agricultural or-
ganizations equally important and equally interested reach such abso-
lutely different conclusions?

(f) Under these circumstances, do yon think you have the right to
demand that a Member of Congress from Illineis shall “unqualifiedly
and actively support and vote for' the MeNary-Haugen bill?

23. Under the advice of agrieultural organizations in Illinois, includ-
fng, T think, the Illinois Agricultural Association, farmers have been
urged to restrict wheat acreage and to nse wheat land for other erops
in order to bring up the price of wheat.

{a) Acting upon this advice, a great many farmers In Illinois have
sown less wheat. [f the position of the proponents of this legislation
is correct and the MeNary-Haungen hﬂl produces a better price for
wheat, how ecan you square yourself with those farmers who have ac-
cepted your adviee and who have sown less wheat?

24, Would not the McNary-Haugen bill put the Federal Government
actively Into the grain business?

(a) Your answer, of course, must be in the affirmative to the above
question. If the Government goes actively into the grain business,
can yom think of any reagson why it should not engage in other kinds
of business? And if it engages in other kinds of business, why not
in all other kinds of business?

{b) Is your proposition, therefore, not socialistic? WIll it not lead
to the same results if carried out Jogically that the movements in
Russia have attained?

(e) But the Russian BSoviets could not succeed in any measure
until they took over also the land., Would you not regard this resuit
as destructive of all our ideals and of civilization itself?

(d) Fortunately, however, even in Russia the Government has now
abandoned the control of land and has commenced recently to recog-
nize absolute free trade in bread grains.

{e) Do you not think the Russian experiment, with its dead num-
bering over 7,000,000, ought to dissuade our people from proceeding
in that direction?

(f) Would we not be proceeding in that direction if we accepted
in this particular the advice of the Illinois Agricultural Association?

25. I have commeneed to receive eommunieations from farm bureans
in Illinois, evidently inspired by your letter to me, which 1 am now
discussing. These communications are all couched practically in the
same language, and all “insist that our Representatives in Congress
unqualifiedly and actively support and vote for ™ the MeNary-Haugen
bill.

(n) Do you contend that the farm bureau advisors, who are now
sending these resolutions to Members of Congress, have studied the
question, or have they simply accepted your advice?

(b) If they have studied this most important question and reached
these conclusions for themselves, how does it happen that in their
resolutions they use the exact language you use in your communication
to me?

(¢) Do you really think a consclentions Member of Congress ought
to be influenced Ly propaganda of this kind, or do you think he ought
to reason these matters out and study them carefully?

(d) Do you think a Member of Congress ought to become a mere
rubber stamp to record the impressions of the Illinols Agriculfural
Association?

MEMORANDA

1 have suggested hurriedly above only a part of the objections which
oceur to me now to the legislation you so enthusiastically champlon, and
I am asking for a full and satisfactory reply from you before I can
consent to vote as you have demanded that I yote in this matter,

You will pardon me, I am sure, for imposing upon you the burden
of replylng to this communication, but, inasmuch as you *“demand”
that the Representatives in Congress from Illinois unqualifiedly and
actively support the MeNary-Haugen bill, I feel that I have the right
to demand and unqualifiedly Insist that you, as the head of the
IlHnols Agricultural Association, whieh stands for this bill, favor me
with a reply to all the above suggestions, so that I can print in the
CoxcrEssioNAL Rucomp, if' possible in parallel columns, this letter of
inquiry addreseed to you and your reply to the same.

I realize that agrienlture is in a deplorable condition, but it can be
made much worse than it is by the adoption of dangerous methods of
relief. Slnce the World War many suggestions have been made for
stabilizing prices, ranging from the commodity dollar of Irving Fisher
{which seems plausible and possible} and the * barley dollar " of some
of the Balkan States to the vague and indefinite agricultural * serip ™
proposed by this bill. Tt would be much easier for me; In an agricul-
tural district like mine, so far as the next election goes, to accept your
snggestions and avoid the implied threat which goes with them than to
oppose this bill. But a Member of Congress s required to take an oath
and assume an obligation In all these matters, and therefore before
making up my mind unqualifiedly to support the measure for which you
stand I am addressing this communication to you. If your answers are
satisfactory and remove the doubts in my mind, I will support 1t. If
your answer i8 not satisfactory, I expect to vote against the blll as
it stands now.

Inasmuch as I have immediately responded to your letter (I received
your letter of March 10 only a few minutes ago), 1 am asking you to
show me a lke courtesy by immediately responding to thls communica-
tion, so that in reaching my conclusions I can have the henefit of your
reply. 1 am assuming, of course, that you have studied the guestion
and that you are an expert in these matters, and therefore your unswers
will have great weight with me and, I am sure, with many other Mem-
bers of Congress,

It has become the habit in this dangerous period of our economic life
as a pation for Members of Congress to vote for & measure upon the
theory that it is the only relief proposed, and that while it is not every-
thing that could be desired, still it promises something. This is the
excuse many Members of Congress make for supporting some of the
vague, Indefinite propositions now submitted. The passage of a meas-
ure, however, 8o revolutionary as this measure, so destructive of all
our present systems of exclhiange and marketing, invelving the possible
destruction of the present primary markets for farmers, i{s fraught
with grave possibilities and may result in untold injury to an industry
which is now almost prostrate.

Farmers of the country sre in a desperate condition. I do not think
you can allay their suspicions nor restore thelr confidence by handing
to them in part payment for things they produce a “scrip ™ about the
value of which we can know nothing except that it will not be worth
its face value. With reference to this method of payment, the farmer
can only definitely know that he will never get the agreed price for his
products. He can never know what the price will be. It does not
appear to me now from the study I have so far given the question that
this measure will appease the unrest which prevails to-day in agri-
cultural circles, and if it does not have that effect it will only iIn-
crease the farmer's suspicions and his distrust of his Government and
its agencies.

It seems to me that what the farmer needs most of all are consum-
ing units abroad for his products who are able to pay a price for his
surplus, which will enable the American farmer to obtain a living
wage on his farm. Under an unfortunate leadership this country has
abandoned its relations with other nations and is pursuing a poliey of
isolation. Whenever we abandon our policy of isolation and asshme
those world responaibilities which are ours and do our part toward
quieting the distrust of each other which prevails among nations which
consume our surplus food products then we will have done much in
the matter of restoring that confidence to food-consuming nations,
which will enable them to engage again in industry and earn the money
with which to pay the prices they ought to pay for our surplus.

It seems to me now the *serip" Issues provided for in this bill
constitute a " fiat™ currency not dreamed of before since the capital-
istie period commenced in the world by any considerable responsible
group in any commerecial nation in the world.

Very truly yours,
HexeY T. RAINEY,
Member of Congress, Twentieth District, Iinois,
In re MeNary-Haugen bill

JLLINOIS AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION,
Ohicago, March 31, 1924,
Hon. HeNrY T. RAINEY,
House of Representatives, Washinglon, D. 0.

My Deanr 'Me. Raxey: Your letter and memorandunr of March 12,
1824, are at band. We are in full concurrence with your conclusion
that “farmers of the country are in a desperate condition'; that
*“ agriculture is in a deplorable condition.” We note your Insistence
that we reply immediately to your attack on the McNary-Huugen billy
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an insistence which you base on the assumption that we “ have studled
the guestion and are expert in these matters,” but qualified by your
fears that the communications you have-received from farm bureaus
are inspired by the officers of this assoclation, gince they are *all
couched in practically the same language.” You further fear that
these farm bureaus who are now writing Members of Congress in faver
of the bill have not studied the guestions involved, have not reached
conclusions for themselves, but are, on the contrary, victims of prop-
aganda, impliedly ours. You ecomplain that the whole demand tor
your gupport resolves itself into a wish that you should act a8 a rubber
stamp,

You lay great stress on the similarity of language in all communiea-
tions received by you in favor of this bill.

Is it pertinent to inquire whether you have geen the letter signed—
and presumably composed—by SYDNEY ANDERSON to Mr. Selvig, of
Crookston, Minn.? That letter also attacks the McNary-Haugen bill
and, as shown in a reply to Mr. ANDERSON, seems to be based largely
on the special irterests of millers and grain men and to be opposed to
‘the interest of farmers. We ask whether you have seen this letter
because we, on our side, wonder whether you have studied the question
adidreased by your letter or whether you have merely accepted the con-
elusion of some other analyst. It must be remarked that there is
an extraordinary similarity not only between the language In your
letter and that of Mr. ANDERSOX’S but also In the general plan of your
letter, its heads of argument, its conelusion, its misinformation, and its
obvious source of inspiration. Can it be possible that you are con-
sorting more with the special interests opposed to the bill than with the
basic, underlying Interest of Ameriean agrienlture, which is simply
another way of saying the interests of the general American public?

We ask these questions before we answer yours—and in the same
communication in which we do answer yours—merely that we may
stand on even ground in this discusgion. There must b some dissenri-
nation of information and argument to the farmers of this country in
respect of the measures being considered at Washington in their behalf,
otherwise their needs must be left emtirely at the mercy of those whose
interests may not in all things lie parallel with theirs and whe have
better methods than they of presenting to Congress of a particular
point of view. DBut it has not been our observation that the outstand-
ing individualist of cur national community, the American farmer, takes
his ideas ready-made from the hands of any man. The communica-
tions you and other Congressmen are receiving from the bread face of
this country in increasing number represent a rapidly erystallizing opin-
ion, based on the equity of a claim which we ghall attempt to discuss
more in detail in the latter paragraphs of this letter. If this be
a representative Government, then we do think that a Member of Con-
gress ought to record the impressions not of a particular association
but of the constituents who chose him to represent them.

With these few words explaining our general point of view on the
more critical assertions of your letter we will proceed to conslderation
of its argument.

You first ask whether the serip proposed by the MeNary-Haugen bill
will not operate to '“expand our eurremcy.” In the sense you are
attempting to import into the discnssion that it is a Government issue,
not based on gold, the question is almost ridiculous. In the last para-
graph of your letter you make your meaning clear when you call it
“ filat money.” You are dealing in technical terms, with no knowledge
of their intendment. The serip is only evidence of a right to partici-
pate In & residue, by its very terms of less value than the face amount
of the scrip. Curreney is an obligation to pay a stated face amount;
fiat money is paper stating a value plus a law requiring its aceeptance
at that valwe. This serip is the direct antithesis of either. There-
fore both of your suggestions of *inflation ™ and * flat " hardly merit
a serious answer. The serip is not a Government issue, in the first
place; being of unnamed and uncertain valoe it is not even * negotiable
paper.” Specifically, the answer to your ill-considered and ill-informed
question is *no."”

To an extent all values upon which eredit is based operate to *in-
crease our virculating media,” which is quite another thing. A higher
price for . .y agricultural product would operate pro tanto to do this.
The fact tlut a4 portion of the increase in price is represented by scrip
of less than face value would tend to offset the expansion that would
occur if the entire price were patd in cash. In ghort, the effect of the
bill to inerease price would increase the credit obligations in the money
market, but the increase would be eminently sound, because the increased
value would proportionately increase the basis of that credit, The effect
of the issue of serip as part of the price would tend to limit the
increase, and whether it did or not your objection iz without merit—
even almost without coherency. If you object to the ralsing of the
price of agricultural products to a fair exchange value (no higher) and
base your objection on the ground that it would increase circulative
media, then there is no more to be said. But gince we all admit that
the present price is less than cost of production, your opposition would
reduce to this: That you advocate taking the farmer's crop away from
him at less than its fair value, because to do otherwise wounld inerease
the elrculation of evidences of credit granted. We regard this objection

as unworthy, If not immoral, and we feel sure that on careful thought
you will abandon it.

Regarding the matter from another point of view, the bill establishes
a corporation with power to buy and sell export produets. It author-
izes this corporation to emit its obligations in & very much smaller ratio
than that employed by industrial corporations in financing their opera-
tions. To the extent that any debtor emits obligations of such sundries
that they pass from hand to hand as negotiable paper he is Increasing
the media of commercial exchange. Buch is the ordinary and salutary
custom of the commerce of the United States. Such, but in much
smaller proportion than is common in industry, would be the eustom of
this corporation. This latter custom is sound commerelally and finan-
clally, and the objection to it on the ground that it “ expands the cur-
rency " 18 merely a brave banner of words signifying nothing,

You ask whether farmers would be satisfled with a gerip issue In
part payment for their wheat. If a farmer who now receives $1 a
bushel for his wheat, for example, has the choice of receiving $1.55,
45 cents of the increase being in cash and 10 cents in scrip, will he
refuse the 45 cents because the 10 cents is mot in cash? We think
the question answers itself.

You ask if the scrip will not have a speculative value. Of course
it will have a speculative value. Wheat has a speculative value, and
the speculation in serip will have precisely the range of uncertainty
that wheat now bas—no more and no less. It may be quoted in
bucket shops and similar places just as wheat is quoted—no more and
no less, What boots it to the farmers or, indeed, to any other citizen
that this is so, and why should it have any more * demoralizing effect
on agriculture &nd commerce generally” than the speculative element
in the value of wheat, corn, cotton, livestock, meat products, oil, or
any other commodily of commerce?

Your third numbered paragraph partakes of the method of him
who constructs a terrifying monster and then adds to the gaiety of
the nations by girding on his armor, attacking it fiercely and boldly,
and cutting it to pieces. You say that when the law is applied to the
livestock industry it will make it necessary for the Government to g0
into the business of slaughtering and packing feod animals, and you
want to know how this emormous investment is to be financed, whether
we have any idea of the amount of the investment, how the Govern-
ment could enter into so complicated an industrial operation? You
advert to this same argument elsewhere as though wheat were to he
sold to millers only at the domestic price, thus preventing them from
exporting flour, even as you think the bill would prevent the packers
from exporting meat products because they could not compete with
the lower foreign prices.

In ail this you have simply misconstrued or neglected to read the
bill. The latter is quite possible, since the objection appears elsewhere,
The bill would not create any mechanism at all. Is there anything
complicated or difficult in commissioning existing grain, cotton, meat,
or milling companies fo buy a product until price reaches a certain
figure? TIs there anything impracticable in commissioning the same
or others to sell to export a certain guantity of the products pur-
chased? Individual operators do this daily, single-handed and alone.
Is there anything complex or difficult about allowing the owners of
existing mechanism, commissioned to manufacture certain products for
export, a differential representing the loss in export sales, and charging
saume to the corporation to be absorbed by the serip fund?

You seem to forget that it is not a department of the Government
that is entering these operations, It Is only a corporation similar in
nearly all respects to an industrial corporation which has been per-
mitted by the Government—as all corporations must be permitted by
Btate or National Government—to carry on certain operations. You
entirely overlook the fact that it does not haye to duplicate one single
bit of existing machinery and that it will utilize existing machinery
with the least disturbance to present methods and customs that it is
possible to imagine.

You ask whether we do not think that the *' vague, {ndefinite method
of maintaining a price level provided for in this bill is unworkable.”
There is nothlng vague or indefinite about the method proposed. In-
deed, mathematics could scarcely be more incisive, emphatic, and acco-
rate. You fear that the farmer will suffer by a restoration of his price
levels to their pre-war exchange values. He is suffering enough now
in all conscience, and if you will be kind ecnough to point out one head
of suffering imposed by this bill we promise to consider it with the
greatest care.

You are quite correct in saying that as long as we Import wool. the
tarll alone can be made to give the woolgrower ample protection.

We are amazed as to your inquiry as to “ what benefit cotton would
derive from this bilL™ We conclude that you have not given much
time to the study of the history of cotton. Do you kmow that the
tarif operates on the producer of a crop of which we export a sur-
plus as a sobzidy of industry at his expense? Do you know that this

fact was the ecomomic cause of the Civil War Inauvgurated by the
cotton exporting Bouth against the protected Industrinl North? One
need go no further back than three years to find the time when the
price of cotton was far below this pre-war exchange valune. If the
boll weevil and the parsimony of nature have, for a brief time, cured
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this situatfon, surely you would not advocate bringing all other
farmers of agriculture within the protection of the tariff but leaving
the cotton farmer In his old ineguitable position. As to any ecrop,
at any time that its domestic price is above pre-war exchange value,
the corporation simply would not function. The bill should be re-
garded as an amendment to the tariff law acting promptly and effec-
tively for the protection of the farmer of any product whenever he
needs protectlon and remaining dormant whenever he does not. At
present the cotton farmer does not need the protection of the bill,
but it will be there for hls salvation when he does.

You ask us to explain how this bill can be arranged so as to apply
to hogs and eattle, We have already done so in the answer to your
apprehension lest the Government be involved in a great Industrial
operation, and if yon have pald any attention at all to hearings of the
bill you have already been fully answered.

Yon ask whether it is not true that it Is the Intention of the bill
to have no real applicatlon except as to wheat, and suggest that the
remaining products are put into the bill for political purposes only.

The answer Is that the bill means just what it says, and, in so far
as it restores equality to agriculture, it wili have a most important
political bearing. Concerning your suggestion that other products
were Included only to decelve, you are guite wrong, DBut suppose
that the bill was intended only to relieve the wheat farmer at this
time. 8Since it will relieve him, why should you object? Why should
anybody object? Is it not true that the suggestion that the bill
would apply omnly to wheat can mnot lhonestly be considered as an
objection to the merits at all but must be branded for what it is—a
plece of political claptrap intended to arouse the jealousy, the envy,
and the opposition of those who, If sufficiently decelved and incited,
might feel that, {f there were no salvation for them they would see
to it that there should be no salvation for anyone else? Is this
statesmanship? Is this your meaning?

You ask whether the farmer has benefited from any legislation thus
far possed in his behalf and especially whether he has benefited from
the higher tariffs om agrleultural products, The difference between
the measures you méntion and this bill is that they were not based
on economic analyses addressed to the true cause of the farmer's
trouble. You will have great difficulty in demonstrating that such
is the case with the McNary-Haugen bill. It is the only measure yet
proposed which has any bearing on the real cause of the agricultural
depression which It meets fairly at every polnt, effectually corrects
and beyond any possgibility of doubt would immediately be effective
to restore the pre-war exchange of the products te whieh it is applied.
At no place In your argument do you contest this effect. In other
words, here is a bill the essence and purpose of which is to raise the
price of farm products no higher than to an equitable parity with the
price of other products, and yet, In discussing this bill, you entirely
overlook the fact, and content yourself with a repetition of the
onsound and alarmist objections that have thus far characterized
the opposition to the bill.

You ask us to explain why the bill does not include in its provisions
rye, oats, and barley, and you say that in the countries tv which we
export wheat, rye ig used interchangeably, and that the price of wheat
is affected by the price of rye. The answer to your question is an-
other question. Why should rye be included? The bill will not change
the price of wheat in the foreign market; nor will It affect the rela-
tive consumption of wheat and rye in that market. In order that
operations be not too greatly complicated the bill, making use of the
knowledge that the price of rye is a complement of the price of
wheat, contents Itself with addressing wheat for the simple reason
that it is unnecessary to include other small grains.

Yon ask whether by raising the price of farm products to correspond
with the price of all commodities we will not be compelled to raise the
commodity index; and if we do that you assert that we can never get
prices into adjustment with the basle ratio price. We recognize this
creaking old argument, and we know its source,

A rise of 20 points in the wheat index ralses the general price
index 1 point, and the lesser products bave a fraction of this effect.
Considering an example in which the figures are taken for convenience
of computation, we shall suppose that the wheat index and the general
price index both stand at 100, The bill passes and ralses the wheat
index to 150, This would raige the general index 2.5, to 102,5. This
would raise the wheat price again to 158.75, which In turn would
raise the general price index but a very small amount this time—
0.1875 polnts, or to 102.6875. Up goes the wheat index, but only by
0.28125 on this calculation, which in turn raises the genernl price
index an amount so small that it would not be considered—0.0140, or
to 102.7015. On the next calculation the increment in the general
price index would be only 0.00105; and since only two decimal points
are computed the terrifying process is at an end. The argument is
scholastic—" How many angels can stand on a needle’s point?™ If
one cared to carry on these gilly calculations he would find that,
whereas restoration of wheat to its pre-war exchange value wonld
raise the general price index 2.5 points, 10,000 subsequent caleulations
made on this sical arg t would not raise it another half

point, and every subsequent calculation would carry the increment
another decimal point nearer zero. In other words, the incréement rap-
idly becomes infinitesimal and would be disregarded in practice on the
third calenlation,

But in order to get a view of the morals of all these arguments,
suppose it were literally true that restoration of fair exchange value
to agriculture would ralse the cost of living substantially. Pre-war
exchange value means only cost plus a very small profit or no profit at
all. Present prices mean a loss to the farmer on every pound or
bushel gold. Argument for maintenance of the present condition is
simply argument for taking the farmer's crop away without paying
cost for it “ justified” In this case by a desire to keep the cost of °
Hving down. Nearly every one of these arguments strips to a simi.
lar motive. The McNary-Haugen bill will pass not only because it is
gsound and right, but because the opposition to it Is unsound and
wrong.

Your next guestion as to where the ratlo price i8 to be applied we
shall answer simply by referring you to the operation of the United
States Grain Corporation during the war, There is no difficulty here
any more than there is in the present system, under which, as you
know, the farmer farthest from terminals receives the least for his crop.
Exactly the same answer applies to your question as to the grades
which represent the values for the basic ratio price.

Your apprehension about the miller has also already been answered.
Flour or pork are as much exportable surplus of wheat and swine as
the raw material, and the oill recognizes this and provides for it. The
corporation will absorb the difference between the domestic and the
export price of wheat and swine purchased on the domestic market and
sold as flour or pork for export.

It is quite true, as you say, that the consumption of wheat In the
United States fluctuates slightly ; that wheat is harvested somewhere in
the world every month in the year; but, like the flowers that bloom in
the springtime, these astute observations have absolutely nothing to do
with the case in point, and your remarks that it will not be possible to
estimate months in advance the questions of production, surplus, and
foreign price, and therefore that it will be impossible to establish a
ratio price, are equally inappropriate. The ratio price of any of these
products bore to the general price index before the war and then com-
puting what price would bear the same ratio {o the general price Index
at such time. The questions you ask have nothing to do with this
computation. Doubtless you did not get your mentor's question, and
what you are trying to ask is how it will be pessible to compute the
proportion of price to be pald in scrip. It would be possible, for ex-
ample, to take the widest range of price variation in experience, though
it will not be necessary to do so. Even if that extreme precaution were
thought necessary, the net result would be that the farmer would get a
very much greater price for his product in cash than he now gets and
a considerable addition to that increase as soon as the actual loss were
determined,

You ask how many employres the new corporation will hire and
whether there will not be many thousand, There will not be many
thousand. The expense of operation will not be great. You are pro-
ceeding on what some one has told you the blll means, We have
already shown you that the bill does not put the Government into
industrial operations.

Your question as to whether scrip does not present a splendld oppor-
tunity for speculation, we have already answered. Your further ques-
tion as to whether it does not present an opportunity for frand is not
very important, and we doubt whetber It was intended to be very help-
ful. The question goes to excellence of administration of the law and
not to the merits of the law. Your only observatlon on this head that
is worthy of an answer is whether the penalties provided are sufficlent
to prevent fraud. You speak as though the only penalties against fraud
and erime in the United States were to be found under this bill, O
course you know better.

Your ecighteenth observation is one of the most amagzing that has
come to our attention, You say:

“There are fraunds in every department of the Government so
far Investigated, and clvie honesty scems to be at a discount,
Even Cabinet members are bribed, and when conditions are as
above Indicated is it not unwise to create another department such
as contemplated In this bill, and with a large personnel of officials,
all of whom would be subjected to unusual temptations in the
matter of bribes?"

This objection seems to say that you are convineed that the whole
machinery of government ought to be thrown over, because it is
rotten to the core. Such a sweeping conclusion puts our mind in doubt
as to the copservatism of {he balance of your argument. We have nol
geen any evidence of fraud “ In every department of the Government so
far investigated,” and we do not believe that * eivic honesty is at a
digeount."” Yon are inaceurate wlen you say that the bill creates an-
other department with a large personnel of officials. You are inaccurite
when yon say the bill offers unusual temptations in the matter of
bribes. If you mean that bribery could affect the defermination of the
ratio price, you are wrong. The ratio price is determined under the
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bill by a mathematical operation, and it is beyond the power of any
person to affect it by an act of discretion. If you mean something else,
¥ou ought to say what you mean, because the bill offers no more oppor-
tunity for bribes and peculation than is offered in any private corpora-
tion or any other enterprise, public or private, of which we are aware.

You ask whether, during the period of the war and since then, it is
not true that every sort of experiment in Government contrel of food
products has been tried in this country and abroad. The answer Is
no. We would like to have you give us one Instanee of any such
attempt, except, perhaps, the Brazilian coffee valorizations, some of
which have been very successful. There were no attempts by this Gov-
ernment to fix food prices during the war. There fvere certain minimum
prices guaranteed to produce production, and we fear that you nave
completely confused and misunderstood the war-time operations of this
and other nations.

You ask whether bills thus far passed have not resulted merely in
“ increasing the overhead of farmers by giving them more enticing op-
portunities for borrowing money.” We might ask what alternative the
farmer has. He is operating at a loss. He has only two cholces—to
give up his farm er attempt to carry it against a hope in the future.
He can do the latter only by borrowlng money? What do you propose
that he do?

You ask us to call your attention to a gingle Instance in the workl
of a satisfactory maintenance of price of food products over a congid-
erable period of time, We gladly hasten to comply—the American doe-
trine of protection as applied to every food product except those of
which we export a surplus.

You ask whether it is not true that the only way to maintain a price
is to have a buyer willing and able to take everything offered at the
price specified. The answer is yes; and the more supply exceeds de-
mand, the lower the price. When supply equals or about equals demand,
price is usually cost of production plus a profit. Supply and demand
without some gualification mean nothing or next to nothing. The de-
mangd for a product is all that is asked for at a certain price. The de-
mand for a product at a low price is greater in guantity than the de-
mand at a high price. The McNary-Haugen bill removes from the
domestic market by a skimming process all of the product for which
there is no demand at the pre-war price relationship. When this is
done, you will find, beyond any question of doubt, that the domesile
price of any of the products affected by the McNary-Haugen bill will
bear the pre-war relationship to the general price index. The bill does
not suspend the law of supply and demand. It utilizes it. The bill will
have the effect of creating a situation in America where we shall have
buyers willing and able to take everything offered at the price specified—
that price a fair one. During these years have you heard of anyone
refusing to take or eat our farm products? Demand has been avid. It
is price that we lack. -

" You now ask another gquestion that mmazes us because we do not
believe that you wounld ask it if you had given careful reflection to its
real meaning and the inmequitable position in which it automatically
places its prop t. “If the fixed price iz high enowngh to do the
farmer any good, will it not have the effect of inereasing the acreage?”’

In the first place, there is nothing so attractive about a pre-war
price relation—reduced, be it remembered, by the loss on export—as
to persnade anyhody to increase acreage. This is not a measure to
inflate price. It is only a measure to stop loss.

In the second place, the eflect of increased production to reduce
price will be far more certain and emphatic than it is now. The
holdback in gerip will be directly proportioned to the surplus, and
will be the most significant warning against inflated production that
could well be imagined.

In the third place, the pre-war price relationship crystallized the
pre-war acreage. Only that relationship is proposed. Logically enly
that acreage will ensue and, because we have a considerably increased
population since then, at least that acreage should be maintained. And
if the argument be “even so; let them keep the pre-war acreage but
do net restore the pre-war price relation ™ (and it is only to this that
the argument cam reduce) then it is a bold, bald argument in favor of
depriving agriculture of all profit—an argument immoral, unworthy,
and unutterable,

In the fourth place, who eares if it does Increase production? Not
the Ameriean people, for no matter how great the surplus, price to
them can never rise above the pre-war relationship by that eause, and
under the bill will never fall below. The only person who is inter-
ested in the harmful efect of inereased production is the farmer. He
and he alone stands the loss on surplus.

But how much is he affected? Let us take the most extreme ease.
Suppose restoration of pre-war prosperity (scant emough in all con-
science) should raise production to the extreme limit of reasonable
possibility—1,200,000,000 bushels of wheat, for example. Buppose we
eonsider 900,000,000 a normal erop and 600,000,000 a normal domestic
consumption. How does this hellish fault affect the farmer? He s
the only one concerned.

To-day without the bill and the swollen surplus he would get, let us
say, $000,000,000 for Lis crop—§1 per bushel.

With- this bill and the increased surplus he would get $1.50 for the
domestie consumption, $800,000,000. For the 600,000,000 bushels of
surplus he would get only $600,000,000—81,500,000,000 for thé whole
crop as against $900,000,000 to-day. One dollar and twenty-five cents
per bushel for 1,200,000,000 bushels against $1 per bushel for 800,~
000,000 bushels—an increase of 66§ per cent in income, 25 per eent in
unit price, and sinee the unit cost of the larger quantity would be far
less than that of the smaller; an increase considerably above 25 per
cent in net profit. The public would not suffer by so much as one cent
In the price it pald but it would be gainer by an increase of some
$600,000,000 in national income and increase in national wealth.

The whole argument of increased production due to the McNary bill
is a scarecrow. As a matter of fact, the eorrelation of American erop
quantities would prevent such increase in price and the great good
fortune just related. The produetion of a 600,000,000 gurplus by
reason of this bill is a wild dream, and if it were not so, as just
shown, it would be too good to be true.

The argument reacts upon itself In another way. Every falr person
must admit that the farmer should have a fair exchange value for his
product. If he is to have it, it will be a price equal to or greater than
that obtained for him by the McNary-Haugen bill. On the argument
suggested by the question you ask, however, If that price is attained
it must increase the acreage. In otber words, you are In the position
of eaying that while you yearn for a fair deal for the farmer you
can not give it to bim because it would incresse the acreage given
over to the particular erep in question.

In your next paragraph yoir bring forth the arguments contained in
the resolution of the Oklahoma Wheat Growers' Assoeiation,

It is truly pitiful to read that resolution, because it reveals how
grievously these gentlemen have been deluded by some one who has
much to answer for. The resolution starts by saying, “The act car-
ries with it all of the features necessary to arbitrary control of the
p_rlces of farm products, * * *, The object of said bill is to fix and
control prices * * * and the act provides for a small commission
or corporation with complete power to attempt to set aside the law
of supply and demand.”

Of course, the gentlemen who voted for the resolution earnestly be-
lieved these words were true, but some person who advised them must
have known that there is not & vestige of truth in them. The proposed
corperation would fix nething. It can only buy up the surplus. In
doing this It can continue buying enly until the product in question
raises to a price that bears the same relation to the general index that
the pre-war price bore. Since the gemeral index fuctuates precisely
with the condition of business in the country; the price of the produet
considered will also so fluctuate and no power is given by the bill to
anybody to fix and control prices. The resolution goes on to say that
the bill would add to the expense of markoting, and thus to show that
whoever “gold” the idea of these resolutions to this group of farmers
led them to believe that this supposed added cost would come out of
the already low price they now recelve for their products. He omitted
to show them that if the added eost of marketing is anything at all, it '
comes out of an added price of about 50 cents a bushel for thelr
preduct. In other words, the resolutions themselves demonstrate that
the signers thereof were deluded snd cozened into thinking and saying
that the effect of the Lill will be to deecrease the price of their product
to themselves. No wonder they signed the resolution. Thls delusion
is further demonsirated by another amazing seuntence, “The publie
can not afford to pay more.” When we reflect that the public is pay-
ing less than cest of production, no fair member of the public would
be heard to say that he could not afford to pay mere and no informed
farmer would make a statement lke this. e can only conclude that
these farmers were not informed, or—more likely—were misinformed
as to the nature, the purpose, and the effect of the blll

You ask what a Member of Congress iz to do when two agricultural
organizations—equally important and egqually interested—reach such
absolutely different eonclusions? We think you are in no real doubt as
to what he should do. He should follow that eourse which is right,
equitable, sound, and fair. He should consider the greatest good to
the greatest number so long as that can be accomplished withont in-
Justice: to a minorlty. Under these circumstances we mest certainly
do think that we have a right to * demand that a Member of Con-
gress from Illincis shall unequivocally and actively support and vote
for the McNary-Haugen bill.”

You ask whether we will not be in an equivoeal position due to the
fact that we have advised farmers to restriet wheat acres if the Me-
Nary-Haugen Dbill passes and raises the price of wheat. We have
given no such advice. The McNary-Haugen bill is not a law, and it
was not a law when such advice may have been given hy others, and
if many Congressmen are minded as youw seem to be it will never ba a
law.

We have already answered your question as to whether the Me-
Naory-Haugen bill would put the Government in the grain business.
The answer is, no; and for the reasons stated.

Your next question becomes inappropriate, eince you say that if it
does put the Government into the grain busimess, should It net engage

S |
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in other kinds of business, We shall not, however, attempt to escape
the querry that was in your mind. You mean that if the Government
removes this aneient inequity of the farmer, should it not, as occasion
arises, be ready to do a similar thing for others? In other words, is
this not a bad precedent?

The precedent was established when we enacted the tariff and
omitted the farmer from protection. The bill merely rectifies the
omission, If is not a precedent. It is a sequel. It is not even the
first sequel. ‘The immigration law gave labor its protection but left
agriculture still out in the blasts of a wintry world. So far as we
know, this is the last breach in the protective wall. It is a breach that
must be closed—not in favor of agriculture but in favor of the whole
United States and in common justice to the farmer.

But even If there were other classes equally prejudiced, is a prece-

dent of simple justice something to be avoided? If there be another
segment of our population equally sinnmed against, the suggestion that
their wrongs should also be righted is no argument against righting
this great wrong.

Not long ago industry asked the right to combine for export trade,
It was granted instantly. It has long been the custom for industries
to sell in export at less than domestie prices. Agriculture seeks no
greater or different privilege. The precedents are all behind us.
There is no other class in like case with agriculture. The MeNary-
Iaugen bill closes the last gap in our protective outworks and rights
the last great wrong.

You ask if this proposition is not socialistic and then amuse yoursclf
with another array of straw men—this time Russian Bolsheyist. The
bill is no more socialistic than the tariff. Perhaps that is paternalistic
or communistie, but having thus launched into Bolshevism in favor
of two-thirds of our people at the expense of the other third, what
kind of good faith is it to refuse exactly the same protection to the
other one-third on the plea of * individualism ™? Who has the cynical
audacity to say that what is the sound foundation rock of our economic
policy for New England is communism for the agricultural portions
of Illinois?

But this bill does not * put the Government into business ™ ; it does
not “interfere with businesgs.” It permits a corporation to combine
farm products for export sale just as the Edge and the Webb bills now
permit industry to combine. The Government then does nothing but
give the eorporation its sanction. It creates no governmental bureau or
department. It permits the agricultural corporation, organized in the
only way it can be organized, to go into the market and buy and sell,
thus correcting an insufferable condition. The Government as such
does nothing. The farmer pays every cent of expense and bears every
risk of loms.

Tals completes o categorical reply to every ome of your questions.
The afirmative arguments for this bill are doubtless in your hands, but
your letter indicates that they have had scant attention from you. It
further indicates that the arguments of the opposition have received
an enthuslastic reception at your hands. Every one of them that has
yet appeared parades through the pages of your letter with a great
deal of sound and fury. Not once in your entire screed do you refer
to the beneficial result of this bill to the farmer. Not once do yon
snggest any alternative measure to alleviate his condition, although you
are very emphatic in your recognition of that condition. You call the
Me¢Nary-Haugen bill revolutionary, destructive of all our present gys-
tems of exchange, marketing, and involving the possible destruction
of the present markets for farmers, and you say it may result in
untold injury to an industry which is now almost prostrate. Yet, youn
do not support any one of these conclusions with a shadow of argu-
ment or evidence, Since these are the only real conclusions we find—
most of your letter containing only interrogations—we can not escape
the suspicion that your chief concern is with the systems of exchange
snd marketing whbich have brought the farmer to his present situation.

Perhaps our conviction of the iuequity of opposition to this bill
drives us too far in our thought, gained from perusal of your letter,
that your mind is no longer open and that the arguments herein ad-
vanced are wasted on you. We trust that such is the case. We have
endeavored to weigh both sides of this question in a judicial frame of
mind. We have come to the conclusion that the essential principles of
the McNary-Haugen bill are absolutely sound in economics and that
the opposition is unsound; that it springs rather from grievances than
from argument; and that from this basic fact it results that no man
can advocate the opposition without finding himself mired in a morass
of evasions, sophistries, and deceits.

In conclusion, I wish to say that I do not pose as an expert on tech-
nical matters involved in this bill, and I believe it proper to here
acknowledge my indebtedness for the able and consclentious assistance
freely given by those versed in the technical matters involved and by
the proponents of this measure. I know the condition of agriculture
and realize my responsibilities well enough to respond to the pleas for
help by men in this great industry. I would be derelict in my duty if
I iguored the justifinble and insistent demand for some relief from
Congress or any other possible source. It would be unpardonable if the
assoclation which I bave the honor to represent did not use every means

at hand to give you and others in position of autbority the composite
judgment of agricultural leaders in the State, The people of this
State expect from me falr consideration of agricultural problems and
proposed remedies. I am equally as sure they have a right to expect
the same from you.

Very truly yours, ILLINOIS AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION,
8, H. THOMPSON, President,

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. LONGWORTH. The Committee on Agricuiture has the
next call on Calendar Wednesday. I desire to inquire whether,
if any bills were taken up now by the Agricultural Committee,
that would constitute a day?

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks it would. Although the
day is nearly gone, the Chair thinks it would constitute one
day.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, LONGWORTH. Then, Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House do now adjourn. :

The motion was agreed to: accordingly (at 3 o'clock and 45
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday,
April 10, 1924, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

429. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the gov-
ernors of the State of New York and the State of Connecticut,
transmitting a request that Congress approve the boundary
line established and monumented by laws of the two States,
was taken from the Speaker's table and referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. SPEAKS : Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 526. A
bill authorizing the Secretary of War to enter into an arrange-
ment on behalf of the United States with the Alexandria Light
& Power Co. whereby civilians may obtain electric current from
a Government-owned transmission line extending from Alex-
andria to Fort Humphreys, Va.; without amendment (Rept.
No. 477). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND.
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan: Committee on the Publie
Lands. H. R. 4481. A bill authorizing the Secretary of Com-
merce to exchange land formerly used as a site for the Point
of Woods Range Lights, Michigan, for other lands in the vicin-
ity; with an amendment (Rept. No. 478). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ABERNETHY : A bill (H. R. 8544) to authorize the
erection at Clinton, Sampson County, N. C., of a monument in
commemoration of William Rufus King, former Vice President
of the United States; to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON : A bill (H. R. 8545) conferring
jurisdiction on the Court of Claims to determine and report
upon the interest, title, ownership, and right of possession of
the Yankton Band of Santee Sioux Indians to the Red Pipe-
stone quarries, Minnesota ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 8546) re-
lating to the examination of wiinesses in sunits in equity in the
courts of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FISH: A bill (H. R. 8547) for retirement of all en-
listed men who have served honorably in the United States
Army as herein provided; fo the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8548) for the retirement of all enlisted
men who have served honorably in the United States Army as
herein provided; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LAMPERT: A bill (H, R. 8549) to provide for the
examination and registration of engineers in the District of
Columbia ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8550) to authorize the appointment of a
commission to select such of the Patent Office models for reten-
tion as are deemed to be of value and historieal interest, and
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to dispose of said models, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Patents, .

By Mr. GRIEST: A bill (H. R. 8551) to amend the Federal
farm loan act and the agricultural act of 1923; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. MORGAN: A bill (H. R. 8552) to provide for the
authorization of appropriation for the purchase of a site
and the erection of a Federal building at Mount Vernon, Ohio;
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. SHALLENBERGER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res
239) authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to purchase and
- distribute suitable medals to be awarded to exhibitors winning
first and championship prizes at the twenty-fifth anniversary
show of the International Livestock Exposition of Chicago, IlL;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. MERRITT: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 240) con-
firming the execution of an agreement fo settle the boundary
line between the States of New York and Connecticut, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. :

By Mr. YOUNG: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 241) to pro-
vide that suit No. 33731 in the Court of Claims of the United
States is hereby referred back to the Court of Claims of the
United States with directions to consider and adjudicate the
matters therein involved in the light of the intention of Con-
gress, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania: Resolution (H. Res. 252)
for the immediate consideration of H. R. 5195; to the Committee
on Rules,

Also, resolution (H. Res. 253) for the immediate considera-
tion of H. R. 8369, a bill granting relief to accountable officers
of the War and Navy Departments, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Rules,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BEERS: A bill (H. R, 8553) granting an increase of
pension to Elizabeth Secrist; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, =

By Mr. BELL: A bill (H. R. 8554) for the relief of Hoyt G.
Barnett; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. A. 8555) for the relief of Emory Lord; to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8556) for the relief of Arthur McRee; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BLAND: A bill (H. R. 8557) granting a pensicn to
Mary H. Eagleston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BLANTON : A bill (H. R. 8558) granting a pensivn to
Mrs. John Jackson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, DAVIS of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 8559) to reim-
burse Horace A. Chouinard, chaplain in the Twenty-third In-
fantry, for loss of certain personal property; to the Committee
on Claims.

By Mr. EVANS of Montana: A bill (H. R. 8560) to reimburse
D. C. Chambers for services as elevator conductor for the
United States in the post-office building at Missoula, Mont, ; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. FLEETWOOD: A bill (H. R. 8561) granting a pen-
gion to Mary A. Winn; to the Commitfee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAWLEY : A bill (H. R, 8562) granting a pension to
Katharina Sparks; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 8563) for the
relief of Herman (1. Davis; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 8564) for the relief of Thomas Etherton;
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill (H. R. 8565) granting a pension
to William M. Anderson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MONTAGUE. A bill (H. R. 8566) for the relief of
Claude S. Betts, late ensign (pilot) Naval Air Service; to the
Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. MORGAN: A-bill (H. R, 8567) granting an increase
of pension to Alice Gormley; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. O'CONNOR of New York: A bill (H. R. 8568) to
reimburse the Companie des Eaux de Constantinople for inter-
est upon moneys advanced to the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. PATTERSON: A bill (H. R. 8569) granting an in-
crease of pension to Ella L. Norwood; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. PERLMAN: A bill (H. R. 8570) for the relief of
the widow and next of kin of James J. Curran; to the Com-
mittee on Claims,
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By Mr. RAMSEYER: A bill (H. R. 8571) granting a pension
to Nellie Mae Harvey ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 8572) granting a pension to Eliza A. Holiz;
to the Committee on Invalid Peusions,

3¥ Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 8573) for the velief of William
M. Hardin ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 8574) granting a peusion to
Adelaide M. Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. SWING: A bill (1. B. 8575) for tlie relief of Robert
C. Osborne; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr.-TREADWAY: A bill (H. R. 8576) granting an In-
crease in pension to Philippine Hatzler; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WATSON: A bill (H. R. 8577) granting an Increase
of peusion to Sarah E. Doan; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

PETITIONS, ETC,

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid-
on the Clerk’s desk and referred ns follows:

2271. By the SPEAKER (by request) : Petition of Philadelphin
Federation of Churches, urging the Members of the House of
Representatives to use their influence to bring the United States
into the World Court; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

2272. By Mr. ALDRICH : Petition of Societa M. 8. S8an Roceo,
of Providence, R. L, protesting against the passage of the John-
son immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

2273. By Mr. ANDREW : Petition of the Harvard Medical
Soclety, approving the labeling of household lye packages
with the word “ Polson,” and supporting the request that has
been made upon Senator G. W. PeprEr to introduce in the
Senate a bill, of which a draft has been prepared and for-
warded to him under authorization of the American Medical
Association (H. R. 7822) ; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

2274, By Mr. DICKSTEIN: Petition of the Congregation
Shearith Israel, Central Park and Seventieth Street, New
York City, opposing the Johnson bill (H. R. 7995) ; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2275. Also, petition of Lemberger Dr. Lowenstein Lodge,
No. 54, L. O. B, A, New York City, opposing Johnson im-
migration bill as discriminatory and un-American; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2276. Also, petition of Italian National Rifle Shooting So-
ciety of the United States, 139 McDougal Street, New York
City, opposing Johnson immigration bill as discriminatory
and un-American; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

2277. Also, petition of Joseph Gladstone, 51 Malden Lane,
New York City, opposing Johnson immigration bill as un-
American and discriminatory; to the Committee on Immi-
gration and Naturalization.

2278. Also, petition of Jacob Billikopf and Judge William M.
Lewis opposing Johnson immigration bill as discriminatory
and un-American; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

2279. Also, petition of League of Foreign Born Citizens,
842 Madison Avenue, New York City, opposing Johnson immi-
gration bill as discriminatory and un-American; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2280. Also, petition of St. Louis citizens at mass meeting,
Johnson immigration bill committee, 416 United Home Build-
ing, St. Louis, Mo., opposing Johnson immigration bill as dis-
ceriminatory and un-American; fto the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization. i

2281. Also, petition of East Side Post, 868, American Legion,
164 East Seventh Street, New York City, opposing Johnson
immigration bill as discriminatory and un-American; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2282, Also, petition of the Kossuth Ferencz Hungarian Lit-
erary Association, and 22 other Hungarian societies, numbering
about 15,000 men and women, of New York City, opposing John-
son immigration bill as un-American, undemocratic, and dis-
criminatory; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation,

2283. Also, petition of United Brotherhood of Carpenters and
Joiners of America, Union 1157, afliliated with the American
Federation of Labor, Passaie, N. J., opposing Jolinson immigra-
tion bill as disecriminatory and un-American; to the Committee
on Immigration and Naturalization.
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2284 Also, petition of the Sons of Italy Society; Lodge Luigi
Gadoma, No. 771, Butler, Pa., opposing Johnson immigration
bill as discriminatory and un-American; to the Committee on
Fmmigration and Naturalization.

29835, Also, petition of Jewish Veterans of Wars of the Repub-
lie, 350 Madison Avenue, New York City, opposing Johnson Im-
migration bill as discriminatory and un-American; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. .

2286, Also, petition of The Italian Daily, New York City, op-
posing Johnson immigration bill as discriminatory and un-
American; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion.

2987, Also, petition of mayor, ex-mayor, and 50 business men
of the city of Coatesville; Pa., opposing Johnson immigration bill
as an-American and diseriminatory; to the Committee on Im-
migration and Naturalization.

92988 Also, petition of National Committee for Constructive
Legislation, New York City, opposing Johnson immigration
bill as diseriminatory; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization. ‘

92280, Also, petition of Asariah Lodge, No, 164, Independent
Order of B'nal B'rith, opposing Johnson immigration bill as
discriminatory ; to the Commitiee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation,

2200. Also, petition of Ohio State Association of Builders’
Exchanges, Akron, Ohio, as opposed to Johnson immigration
bill as prejudicial to the best interests of the public at large;
to the Committee on Tmmigration and Naturalization.

2291, Also, petition of National Croatian Society of the
United States of America, against Johnson bill; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2002 Also, petition of Executive Board of Union of Ameri-
can Hebrew Congregations, representing 270 reformed congre-
gations in United States, with agegregate membership of more
than 75,000 citizens, asking establishment of commission to
study the immigration problem and recommend suitable meas-
ures for its regulation; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

2203. Also, petition of Unifed Foreign Language Newspaper
Publishers' and Editors’ Committee on Immigration, against
the Johnson bill as unfair and diseriminatory; to the Com-
miltee on Immigration and Naturalization:

2204, Also, petition of Chester Husted, Poughkeepsie, N, Y.,
asking larger base quota for Armenia; to the Commlt,tee on
Immigration and Naturalization.

2295. Also, petitioh of the Department of Immigrant Aid of
the National Council of Jewish Women of New York, against
the Johnson bill (H. R. 6540) as un-American and diserimina-
tory; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2206, By Mr. DREWRY : Petition of H. AL Gaugham and 125
others, citizens of Petersburg, Va., relative to the passage of
immigration legislation; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

2207. By Mr. FULLER Petitions of the American Legion,
Department of Illinois; Local Union No. 800, United Mine
Workers of America, of Streator, I1L; and sundry citizens of
1llinois, favoring the Jobnson immigration bill (H. I 6540) ;
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2208, Also, petition of Tod Post, No. 29, Department of Ohio,
G. A. R, favoring passage of Senate bill 5, known as the Bur-
sum bill, without amendment; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

2289, Also, petition of 25 citizens of Grand Ridge, IlL, favor-
ing strict enforcement of the prohibition enforcement act; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

2300. Also, petition of the National Association of Retail
Grocers, favoring immediate legislation for a 25 per cent redue-
tion in the income taxes for 1923, and a general reduction of
income taxes all along the line; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

2301. Also, petition of the Brotherhood of Railroad Signal-
men of America, favoring the Howell-Barkley bills (8. 2646
and H. R. 7358) for the settlement of disputes between car-
riers and employees; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

2302. Algo, petition of the National Restaurant Amoclation.
favoring reduction of the tariff on sugar and removal of the
tax on silverware for comimercial purposes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

2503. Also, petition of Earl D. Seaton and 89 other citizens
of Peru, Ill, favoring restriction of immigration, based on
the census of 1890; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

2304. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of the American Legion,
Department of Massachusetts, urging Congress to provide for

the care and comfort of disabled war veterans; to the C‘om-
mittés on World War Veterans' Legislation.

2305. Also, petition of Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen of
America, favoring the Howell-Barkley bill; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

2306, By Mr. GARBER: Petition of citizens of Marshall,
Okla., indorsing the Johnson immigration bill; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2307. Also, petition of citizens of Blackwell, Okla., indors-
ing the immigration measure; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

2308, Also, petition of citizens of Fairview, Okla., indorsing
the Johnson immigration bill ; to the Committee on Imtmgmtfcm
and Naturalization,

2309. Also, petition of ecitizens of Cleo Springs, Okla., in-
dorsing the Johnson immigration 'bill; to the Committee on
Immigration and Naturaiization.

2310. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of members of the PBrick-
layers, Masons, and Plasterers’ Union, No. 12, Willmar, Minn,,
protesting against the enactment of any legislation to legulize
the use of beer and light wines; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

2311. Also, petition of members of the Bricklayers, Masons,
and Plasterers’ Union, No. 12, Willmar, Minn., commending the
proposed international eonference on narcotics as proposed in
the Report of Hon, SrepAex G. Porter; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

2312, Also, petition of O. N. Ruud and 30 other poultry pro-
ducers of Montevideo, Boyd, and Clarkfield, Minn., protesting
against any reduction in the tariff on eges; to the Committes on
Ways and Means,

2313. Also, petition of 50 voters of Rolling Forks Township,
Pope County, Minn,, urging enactment of the so-called Haugen-
Mc¢XNary bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.

2314. Also, petition of E. 8. Olsen, Milan, Minn., and 58 other
producers of poultry products, protesting agalnst any reduoe-
tion in the tariff on eggs; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

2315. By Mr. LEAVITT : Petition of . G. Dale and 119 other
citizens of Billings, Mont., urging enactment of drastic re-
strieted immigration legislation, with the 2 per cent quota
provision based on the 1890 census; to the Committee on Im-
migration and Naturalization.

2316, Also, petition of C. E. Bramlette and 39 other citizens

of Belt, Mont.,, urging passage of the Johnson immigration’

bill, with the 2 per cent quota provision based on the 1890
census; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2317. Also, petition of N. J. Montgomery and 43 other citizens
of Bridger, Mont., urging the enactment of rigid immigration
legislation, with the 2 per cent guota provision based on the
1890 census; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion.

2318. Also, petition of E, W. Solivka and 39 other citizens of
Glendive, Mont., urging the enactment of rigid restrictive im-
migration legislation, with the 2 per cent quota provision based
on the 1890 census; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization.

2319. Also, petition of Frank Young and 24 other citizens
of Billings, Mont., urging passage of the Johnson immigration
bill, with the 2 per cemt quota provision based on the 1300
census; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2320. Also, petition of J. J. Barryman and 34 other citizens
of Billings, Mont,, urging drastic restrictive immigration legis-
lation, with the 2 per cent quota provigion based on the 1890
census; to the Committee on Imm tion and Naturalization,

2321. Also, petition of H, C. Neville and 62 other citizens of
Kalispell, Mont., urging the enactment of rigid immigration
restrictions, with the 2 per cent guota provision based on the
1890 census; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion.

2322 Also, petition of the Belgrade (Mont.) Chamber of
Commerce, indorsing the Johnson immigration bill providing for
a 2 per cent admission on the basis of the 1800 census; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2323. By Mr, MAGEE of New York: Petition of ladies of
Skaneateles, N. Y., in favor of the equal rights amendment; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

2324, By Mr. MAGEE of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Pitts-
burgh Chapter of the Daughters of the American Revolution,
expressing a firm belief in the eause of peace and pledging their
help in advancing it: to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

2325. Also, petitions of Keystone Outing Club; Samuel J.
Tilden Democratic Association ; Highth Ward Republican Club ;
Young Men’s Civic Club of North Side Pittsburgh; Kenilworth
Club; Wilkinsburg Business Men's Association; McGrail-Coyne
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Post, No. 223; Twin City Camping Club; and Allegheny Jack-
sonign Club, all of Pittsburgh, Pa., Indorsing increased com-
pensation to postal employees; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads, >

2320. By Mr. MORROW : Petition of Mesilla National Farm
Loan Association, W. P. Thorpe, secretary, Las Cruces, N. Mex.,
opposing Senate bill 1630 because of section 3 of said bill; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

2327. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of mem-
bers of Court Libia, No, 49, F. of A., of Providence, R. 1., op-
posing the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Im-
migration and Naturalization,

2328, Also, petitions of members of the Societa M. 8. San
Roceo, of Providence, R. I, opposing the Johnson immigration
bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

2320, Ry Mr. PATTERSON: Petitlon of 134 residents of
Gloucester County, N. J., indorsing the immigration bill; to the
Commiittee on Immigration and Naturalization. _

21430. Also, petition of 34 residents of Newfield, (loucester
County, N. J,, indorsing the immigration bill; to the Committee
on Immigration and Natuoralization,

2331. By Mr. PHILLIPS ; Aflidavits to accompany House bill
8534, granting an increase of pension to Carrie Thompson; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

2332, By Mr., WINSLOW ; Petition of residents of the fourth
Massachusetts district, in favor of the Johnson immigration
bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

23233. By Mr, YOUNG : Petitions of the County Bankers’ Asso-
ciation of Grand Forks, N. Dak., and the Community Commer-
cial Club of Edgeley, N. Dak., urging the passage of the MeNary-
Haugen bill; to the Commitfee on Agriculture.

SENATE
Taurspay, April 10, 198}

The Chaplain, Rev. J, J. Muir, D. D,, offered the followlng
prayer:

Our Father, the God of our fathers, we look unto Tlee this
morning with thanksgiving. Thou hast spared our lives and
opened unto us new opportunities as well as to call us to the ful-
fillment of duty. We pray Thee for Thy grace and help. Lead
ug into paths of wisdom with clearness of understanding and
highest hope for our land and for the world. Hear and help.
For Jesus' suke. Amen.

The reading clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the pro-
ceedings of the legislative day of Monday, April 7, 1924, when,
on request of Mr. Curtis and by unanimous consent, the further
reading was dispensed with and the Journal was approved.

% MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr, Chaffee,
one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed without
amendment the bill (S.1724) to amend section 4414 of the Re-
vised Statutes of the United States, as amended by the act ap-
proved July 2, 1918, to abolish the inspection districts of Apa-
lachicola, Kla,, and Burlington, Vi., Steamboat Inspection Serv-
ice. : ‘

The message also announced that the House had a bill
(H. R. 8143) for the protection of the fisheries of Alaska, and
for other purposes, in which it requested the eoncurrence of the
Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message further announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 6815) to authorize a tem-
porary Increase of the Coast Guard for law enforcement, and
it was thereupon signed by the President pro tempore.

DISTRIBUTED AND UNDISTRIBUTED EARNINGS OF CORPORATIONS (8,
DOC. NO. 80)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the
Senate a communication from the Secretary of the Treasury,
transmitting a report showing the profits of corporations re-
porting net taxable income of $2,000 and over for either the
calendar year ended December 31, 1922, or fiseal year terminat-
ing prior to July 1, 1923. The report is made in compliance
with Senate Resolution 110.

Mr, JONES of New Mexico. I ask unanimous consent that
the communication may be printed as a Senate document.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 1s there ohjection?

Mr. WARREN. To what does it refer?

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. It Is in reply to a resolution
which the Senate passed early in Janunary ealling for informa-
tion regarding the earnings of corporations.

Mr. WARREN, Should it not be printed and go to the
committee? ; - :

Mr. JONES of New Mexico, The committee fo which it.
would be referred is about to report the bill, and it ought to
be printed as a Senate document.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Without objection, it I8 so
ordered.

SENATOR BURTON K. WHEELER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair desires to an«
nounce that under Resolution No. 208, the Chair appoints ag
the committee therein authorized the Senator from Idahs,
Mr, BoraH, as chairman, the Senator from Connecticut, Mr.
McLeax, the Senator from South Dakota, Mr. SternINg, the
Senator from Virginia, Mr, Swaxson, and the Senator from
Arkansas, Mr, CARAWAY. 3

PETITIONS AND MEMORTALS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a
resolution adopted by the Soclety of Colonial Wars in the
District ot Columbia, protesting against the passage of legis-
lation appropriating $10,000,000 for the relief of the German
geople, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela-

ons.

He also laid before the Senate a concurrent resolution of
the Assembly of the State of New Jersey, which was referred to
the Committee on Finance, as follows:

Assembly concurrent resolution 1. Introduced January 21, 1924, hy
; Mrs. Thompson
StATE OF NBW JERSEY,

Whereas the people of the State of New Jersey are deeply sensible
of the services rendered by the soldiers, sailors, and marines of the
forces of the United States in the World War, and of the fact that these
services werp rendered almost in every case at some considerable pecu-
nlary sacrifice and loss of such varying nature and degree as to be
incapable of exact measurement by a fixed standard ; and

Whereas the United States has not thus far in any substantial or
sufficlent way compensated those of its forces who suffered such sacri-
fice and loss, although more than five years have elapsed sinece the
World War was ended; and

Whereas there is now pending in the Congress of the United States
a bill known as the World War adjusted compensation act (H. R.
3242), which does provide for suitable and sufficient compensation
for such losses and sacrifices as nearly as the same are capable of
measurement ; and

Whereas the people of New Jersey have recognized in a substantial
manner the services of those of its cltizens who served in the World
War by the passage by a large majority of a bill providing for the
payment to them by the Btate of New Jersey of a bonus graduated
according to the length of their war service, and have thereby recog-
nized the justice of the priuciples embodied in the aforesaid bill now
pending in Congress; and

Whereas the Senate and Touse of Representatives of the United States,
expressing the popular will of the majority of the entire citizenry of
the Natlon, have heretofore passed such legislation, only to have the
same avolded by technical delay or killed by presidential veto; and

Whereas the large majorlty of people of New Jersey are believed
to favor the passage of the aforesaid bill now pending in Congress, aml
the principles therein involved : Be it

Resolved by the General Assembly of the State of New Jersey (the
Benate concurring), That it is the sense of the Senate and General As-
sembly of the Btate of New Jersey, representing the people of the
Btate of New Jersey, that the said bill now pending in Congress known
as the World War adjusted compensatlon act (H. R. 8242) ought
to be promptly passed; that the Senate and General Assembly of the
State of New Jersey, speaking for themselves and their constituents,
therefore hereby urge upon the Congress of the United States the im-
mediate passage of the aforesaid bill; that copies of this resolutlon be
forthwith sent to the Nenate and House of Representatives of the
United States and fo eanch Senator and Representative from the State
of New Jersey.

Mr. BURSUM. I present telegrams in the nature of me-
morials from certain officers of railway shop organizations at
Albuquerque, N, Mex,, which I ask may be printed in the
Recorp and referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

There being no objection, the telegrams were referred to the
Committee on Interstate Commerce and ordered to be printed in
the REecorp, ag follows;

ALBUQUERQUE, N. Mgx., April §, 192}.

H. O. Borsuy,
Senator, Washington, D. O.:

We, the undersigned, representing the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Te
Railway Bystem Shop Crafts Assoclation, respectfully protest against
the passage of the amendment to abrogate Title I1I, transportation act
of 1920, proposed by the so-called standard railway labor organizations
as an act repudiating the men who remained loyal to the public in-
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